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ton, the Boston Yacht Club, an4 the Bald
Park Colony Club of Melvin Village, N.H.

This record of service to church, State,
and business organizations will stand,
without a doubt, as his most enduring
memorial.

Both myself, and my wife Corrine ex-
tend all our sympathies to his bereaved
wife Helen and his mother, sister, and
sons, May his many accomplishments
comfort them in this time of loss.

PRESIDENTIAL AMBITION

HON. DONALD W. RIEGLE, JR.

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, November 30, 1973

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to insert in the Recorp the follow-
ing illuminating article from the No-
vember 30, 1973, edition of the New
Times magazine. This article is writ-
ten by John D. Lofton about one of our
colleagues, JOHN AsHEROOK, and I insert
it for the interest of those who read the
RECORD:

PRESIDENTIAL AMBITION
(By John D. Lofton Jr )

At the 1968 Republican Convention, con-
servative Congressman John M. Ashbrook
was one of two dissenters who rejected Gov-
ernor John Rhodes’ demand that the Ohlo
delegation unanimously support the Presi-
dential ambitions of Nelson Rockefeller.
Azhbrook did so in order to vote for Richard
Nixon, In 1972, Ashbrook himself ran for
President in the Republican primaries., He
did so because he felt Richard Nixon had
broken his 1968 campaign promises, had re-
versed himself on welfare, national defense,
federal spending, China and trade with Com-
munist countries.

Now, in November of 1973 on a cold,
gloomy, rainy morning, the former Young
Republican National Chairman and co-
founder of the Amerlcan Conservative Union
sits in his Washington, D.C. office and says
that if President Nixon were to ask him what
do do, he would tell the President he ought
to call it quits, “I don't think there is any
way he can regain his credibility,” Ashbrook
says. "I suppose if he were to ask me person-
ally, I would say he ought to resign. I have
not urged this publicly because of the
chorus of jackals that I see throughout the
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country urging impeachment and resigna-
tion.”

In politics, Ashbrook goes on, “You don't
mind what the opposition says, you don't
mind if they call you an S.0.B., you don't
mind if they say varlous things. But if they
start laughing at you or think you're crazy
or a joke, at that point you're in trouble
and never regain your credibility.” Ashbrook
believes the President has now reached that
point.

“The most loyal, knee-jerk Republican in
the Congress at this point is reluctant to
defend the President,” Ashbrook says. “Some
of his best frlends and most loyal supporters
feel as if they've been led down the garden
path., For example, we were told categori-
cally he would not give up the tapes and he
has given them up. Some of the Republi-
can leaders, my friends in the House, were
told by the White House to go out and say
things about Ohio Senator William Saxbe
last December when Saxbe said the President
had taken leave of his senses in resuming
the bombing of North Vietnam. Now, the
President appoints Saxbe Attorney General.

“So, what i1s happening is Just & continual
litany of mistakes by the President. And
when I say this I'm not speaking for the
200 million people in the country, but for his
circle of friends, his supporters, and the peo-
ple that carry the burdens of his Presi-
dency, his programs and those trying to sell
them to the public. There is no enthusiasm
now. He can't be sold in the Congress or on
the hustings back home.”

Ashbrook is carefully choosing his words.
His voice is calm and measured as he says
that privately many of his conservative col-
leagues In the House believe the President
has taken leave of his senses, “You take
October, for example. We used to sit around
and say not much more can happen. Well, as
it turned out, we were wrong. We kept say-
ing that the other shoe had to drop soon.
But we now find out the President is a centi-
pede. There's a shoe a week, He's dropped
more shoes than he has feet."

Ashbrook is 45 years old and serving his
sixth term in the House. And for the first
time, he says, he is getting mall eritical of
the President from Republicans back home.
“I know my constituency well. I recognize
when the League of Women Voters and the
college professors and their wives write on
the bombing of Hanoi and so forth. My mail
is not coming from them now. It's coming
from Republicans. This 1s the first time I've
gotten mail like this, mail from Republican
committeemen and finance people. I think
it’s just a sense of frustration that enough
is enough is enough and I've had enough of
enough. They are fed up with the President,
fed up and tired of what they eall ‘this
whole mess.' "
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On the subject of relatlons between the
White House and the Republican party, Ash-
brook says the greatest joke in Congressional
cloak rooms is the line put out by the White
House three or four months ago that things
would be better with Haldeman and Ehrich-
man gone, and former Representative Melvin
Laird and Bryce Harlow replacing them.

“It's no more open now than it ever was
for Congressional Republicans,” Ashbrook
says. “There's probably less political input
than there ever was, there are probably more
mistakes made than ever before.”

“If, during the very critical years, 1969 to
1972, three or four conservative leaders had
joined me in criticizing the President’s isola-
tion, his palace guards—Ehrlichman and
Haldeman—1I think we'd be in a little better
position now. Of course, the Republican
party showed no leadership and went along
with the President regardless of the price.”

John Ashbrook does not think President
Nixon sould resign until Gerald Ford is
confirmed as Vice President. When asked
what kind of President he thinks Ford would
make, Ashbrook replies, simply: “A better
one.”

THOMAS M. PELLY

HON. J. J. PICKLE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, November 29, 1973

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, sadness at
the loss of one of our colleagues is height-
ened when the Member was a man of the
integrity and personableness of Thomas
M. Pelly.

Although I never had the opportunity
to serve in committee with Tom Pelly,
I had gotten to know him in countless
discussions and conversations in the
House.

To me he was a man you could trust, a
man who commanded esteem, a man
ready to be a friend.

The high respect he held in this Cham-
ber was well deserved. He formed his
views carefully and argued for them ably
and effectively. He was always square
with his colleagues.

Service and country were foremost on
his list of priorities. To me Tom Pelly
was a patriot of the first order, and I
am sorry to see this Nation lose him.

SENATE—Sunday, December 2,

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. Frank E. Moss, a
Senator from the State of Utah.

PRAYER

The Honorable WaLLACE F. BENNETT, &
Senator from the State of Utah, offered
the following prayer:

Our Father in Heaven, as we come
together on this unusual and historic
occasion, we ask Thy forgiveness for in-
truding our affairs into what should be
a day devoted to Thy praise and service.

But, in the spirit of the day, we ask
that Thou wilt touch our minds and
hearts so that we will approach the re-
sponsibilities we must carry out with an
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appreciation of their spiritual values,
with a realization of the effect that they
may have upon our country, and with
more concern for our country’s welfare
than our own.

We ask this in the name of Thy Son,
Jesus Christ. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. EASTLAND) .

The assistant legisletive clerk read
the following letter:
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U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPFORE,
Washington, D.C,, December 2, 1973.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
on official dutles, I appoint Hon. Frang E.
Moss, a Senator from the State of Utah, to
perform the dutles of the Chair during my
absence.

JamEs O, EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. MOSS thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE SUBMIT-
TED DURING ADJOURNMENT

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of November 27, 1973, Mr. JACK-
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son, from the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, reported favorably, with
amendments, on December 1, 1973, the
bill (S. 1283) to establish a national pro-
gram for research, development, and
demonstration in fuels and energy and
for the coordination and financial sup-
plementation of Federal energy research
and development; to establish develop-
ment corporations to demonstrate tech-
nologies for shale oil development, coal
gasification development, advanced
power cycle development, geothermal
steam development, and coal liquefaction
development; to authorize and direct the
Secretary of the Interior to make min-
eral resources of the public lands avail-
able for said development corporations;
and for other purposes, and submitted a
report (No. 93-589) thereon, which was
printed.

ORDER FOR PRINTING TODAY'S
PRAYER

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, in this
historic session, I ask unanimous consent
that the prayer offered in the Senate
Chamber this morning by the distin-
guished Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN-
NETT) be printed on parchment for

availability for circulation.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Sat-
urday, December 1, 1973, be dispensed
with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

DIVISION OF TIME ON CONSIDER-
ATION OF CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time under
the cloture period be divided equally be-
tween the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
ALLEN) and the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. Lowng), the manager of the bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

SUPPORT GROWS FOR PUBLIC FI-
NANCING OF CAMPAIGNS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an article pub-
lished in the National Observer for the
week ending December 8, 1973, entitled
“Paying for Politics—Support Grows for
Public Financing,” written by Mark R.
Arnold, be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the National Observer, December
PAYING FOR PoLITICS—SUFPPORT GROWS FOR
PusLic FINANCING
(By Mark R. Arnold)

You may be paying for Nelson Rockefel-
ler's bid for the Presidency in 1976. And
George Wallace's, and Charles Percy's, and
Shirley Chisholm's.

That’s what public financing of Presiden-
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tial campaigns means in its simplest terms
It also means—and this accounts for the
frantic efforts in the Senate last week te
enact public campalgn-financing legisla-
tion—a giant step toward eliminating the
influence of large campaign contributors on
the political process.

Senate proponents regard public campaign
financing as the only way to remove the
political stains splattered by the Watergate
affair on the mantle of all Federal office-
holders, “Beyond any doubt,” Massachusetts’
Edward M. Eennedy argued to his colleagues,
“the year-long revelations of Watergate
demonstrate the insidious infinuence of pri-
vate money in American politics. Most of
the serious problems facing this country
have their roots in the way we finance cam-
paigns for high office.”

Kennedy is one of nine senators from
both parties who last week successfully
rammed through the Senate a sweeping re-
form bill providing for public financing of
Presidential and congressional campaigns,
though not congressional primarles. They
offered their measure as an amendment to
a bill urgently sought by the White House—
a bill to raise the Federal debt limit—and
thus sought to make campaign reform veto-
proof.

THREAT IN SAFE DISTRICTS

The strategy initially ran into trouble.
The House balked at bypassing its own com-
mittee procedures to accommodate what its
leaders consider the BSenate’s strong-arm
pressure tactics. House members were par-
ticularly critical of the section covering
House campaigns, which would guarantee
that even members from politically safe dis-
tricts would face well-financed opposition
in future elections.

So Senate backers, after reaching agree-
ment with House leaders on how much of
the plan would be acceptable to them,
stripped down the plan. They knocked out
everything but the Presidential provisions,
which make partial public financing of Presi-
dential campaigns mandatory, beginning in
1976.

Opponents warned that President Nixon
might veto the bill. The President wants
Congress to set up a commission to study
political fund raising. But the supporters
of reform pressed on.

Two votes show the changing congression-
al sentlment toward public financing. On
July 26 the Senate defeated public financing,
563 to 38. Last week it approved a similar
proposal, 52 to 40.

WATERGATE TESTIMONY

The difference between the votes can
largely be attributed to the recent testi-
mony of a parade of corporation executives
before the Senate Watergate committee.
Seven companies and their executives have
been found guilty of viclating laws outlaw-
ing corporate contributions to political cam-
paigns. Others are still being investigated.

The classic pattern of favor-seeking was
described by Machiavelll in The Prince, in
1532, this way: “Those who wish to win
favor with the prince offer him the things
they most value and in which they see that
he will take most pleasure.”

But in the pattern outlined to the Water-
gate commitiee, the offers flowed In the op-
posite direction, and could even be described
as threats.

Former American Airlines Chairman
George A. Spater, the first businessman to
disclose an illegal contribution, told a typi-
cal story. He was approached in July 1972
by Herbert Kalmbach, President Nixon's per-
sonal attorney, who also is counsel to United
Air Lines, a major competitor of American,

The call came at a tlme when American
was seeking Federal approval to merge with
Western Airlines. Though there was appar-
ently no discussion of the merger, Kalm-
bach suggested that a $100,000 contribution
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from Spater would put him in a “special
class” of contributors, the executive testi-
fled. The corporation eventually produced
$56,000 in fllegal funds for the Nixon re-
election campaign. “I was motivated by a
host of fears” that American might be “put
at a competitive disadvantage™ if it didn't
oblige the fund raisers, Spater said. (The
merger was subsequently disapproved none-
theless.)

The kind of contributions described by the
executives is already illegal. But the Sensate
legislation would make it more unlikely
to be solicited and easier to detect. It would,
for example, put a $3,000 ceiling on individ-
ual contributions to any Presidential candi-
date in the primaries. In addition, the leg-
islation would provide:

Presidential primaries: Candidates collect-
ing $100,000 in contributions of $100 or less
would become eligible for matching Federal
payments. Each contribution of $100 or less
by an individual would be matched equally
from a special campaign fund created by
taxpayer contributions as outlined below.
There would be a $15 million limit on each
candidate’s total spending in the primaries
(half public, half private). The $100,000 re-
quirement iz aimed at screening out “frivo-
lous'™ candidates.

Presidential elections: Beginning in 1976,
elections would be financed by a special
fund fed by taxpayers who elect to check off
$1 on their income-tax returns for political
purposes ($2 on a joint return). Each ma-
jor party candidate would be allowed to
spend up to $21 million for his campaign.

If not enough taxpayers contribute to the
fund, each candidate could raise the differ-
ence between his share of the fund and his
$21 million entitlement by soliciting private
contributions, but no contribution could ex-
ceed $3,000. Or Congress could appropriate
the difference.

Public financing might prompt new abuses.
And, as has been noted in this space before
|The National Observer, Oct. 13, 1973], it
ralses a serious Constitutional gquestion:
Isn’t a limit on contributions an abridge-
ment of free speech and association?

But whatever the scheme's shortcomings,
it could remove the influence of large contri-
butions on elections. And that, in the at-
mosphere of a Watergate-weary Washington,
is enough to have breathed new life into an
old idea.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, if the
Senator will allow me——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
MONDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it come
in tomorrow at 12 o’clock.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

TEMPORARY INCREASE IN PUBLIZ
DEBT LIMIT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order the Chair
now lays before the Senate the pending
business which the clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:
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HR. 11104 to provide for a temporary in-
crease of $10.7 billion in the public debt
1imit and to extend the period to which this
temporary debt limit applies to June 30, 1974,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The pending question is on the mo-
tion to invoke cloture on the motion to
insist on the Senate amendments to H.R.
11104 and request a conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that the Chair be authorized
to appoint conferees on the part of the
Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time on the
cloture motion which will become eligi-
ble for consideration tomorrow, and
which was filed yesterday, begin at the
hour of 1 p.m.

Mr. ALLEN, Mr. President, will fhe
Senator from Montana yield for a mo-
ment?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. ALLEN. Is he going fto press the
cloture motion today?

Mr. MANSFIELD, Yes; this is for to-
morrow.

Mr. ALLEN. You anticipate it is going
to fail today?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; just in case.
Just insurance. [Laughter.]

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President——

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Pennsylvania is
recognized.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, we
are all so happy and so pleased and de-
lighted to be here today that I do not
think I will say anything to add to the
joy involved in this conversational ex-
change.

Let us leave that to those who wished
to be present today. I speak as one who
did not.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I am
glad to see that the minority leader is
wearing the badge of merit over his heart
today.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I wear it over my
heart in recollection of my sins and hope
for a better life from now on. [Laughter.]

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time is now under control——

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time will be equally divided
between the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
Lownc) and the Senator from Alabama
(Mr, ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, a quorum
has not been established. That would
come first.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The estab-
lishment of a quorum is not required at
this point.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. In the absence of a quorum until
the end of the hour—who yields time?
Who yields time?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President—Mr.
President——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator may not be recog-
nized until time is yielded to him.
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Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a member
of the Judiciary staff be present during
this debate——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield to the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Mr. Packet
of the Judiciary staff be allowed the
privilege of the floor during this debate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Alabama is rec-
ognized. How much time does the Sena-
tor yield to himself?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield myself 6 minutes.

The issue presented to the Senate to-
day is whether there shall be placed
above the fiscal integrity of the U.S. Gov-
ernment a demand for a Federal hand-
out to some score or more Presidential
hopefuls of up to $7'% million. Included
in that number are some 8 or 10 U.S.
Senators and, in addition, some of the
wealthiest men in the United States. It
seems to the Senator from Alabama that
we would have to look mighty far to find
a group of people to whom the Federal
Government does not give financial as-
sistance if we are to provide a Federal
handout in the form of a Federal sub-
sidy for candidates for the Presidency,
for Presidential hopefuls who seek the
Presidential nomination of their respec-
tive parties. This is an effort on the
part of those who would put such a
handout ahead of the fiscal integrity of
the United States.

What would it do? It would undercut
the Watergate Committee. That com-
mittee was set up to rectify abuses
resulting from campaign issues. Unless
I miss my guess, there are five members
of the Watergate Committee who do not
favor this proposal.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. The Senator referred to
this as a handout. Does not the Senator
mean “reach-in"?

Mr. ALLEN. “Reach in” and take out.
Yes, “reach in.” They reach in and take
out of the taxpayers’ pockets. The Sen-
ator is absolutely correct.

This measure, which has had all of
30 amendments, according to the distin-
guished chairman of the committee, has
had 3 minutes of consideration. Who
knows what it says? There is not a copy
on the desk of any Senator. So far as this
Senator is concerned, he has not received
a copy.

It undercuts the Watergate Commit-
tee. It does not wait for that committee
to make its recommendation. That com-
mittee does not like it. Five of the seven
members do not like this provision.

What else does it do? It undercuts the
committee system. This bill has not had
any consideration before a committee,
It undercuts the committee system. It
undercuts the U.S. Senate itself, because
on July 30, we passed in the Senate, by
a vote of 88 to 8, S. 372, that provides
for strict regulation of campaign receipts,
expenditures, and disclosures. That bill
is now in the House of Representatives.

But far more than that, far more than
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the instant case, is the precedent we are
going to be setting, if a little group of
men in the Senate, so-called leaders, can
get together and present a half-baked
proposal such as this is to the Senate,
get a vote on it, add it to a House bill,
have the House give it no consideration
until the final package is presented to
it, and then send it to the President in a
veto-proof condition because it is added
to a “must” bill.

Mr. President, if we are going to allow
that precedent, if we are going to allow
a little group of so-called leaders in the
Senate, to tack a half-baked concoction
such as this, which nobody knows the de-
tails of, to a must bill, we are going to
establish a precedent——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The 6 minutes of the Senator have
expired.

Mr. ALLEN. I yield myself an addi-
tional 2 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

Mr, ALLEN. If we are going to allow
a small group of people to rewrite the
basic and fundamental prineiples upon
which our governmental processes are
based, without ever sending such a meas-
ure to a committee, without it ever hav-
ing 1 day of hearing, this will be the prac-
tice as often as this bill comes up, and it
has come up every 5 or 6 months, because
Congress, in its wisdom, extends this
limit for only 5 or 6 months at a time.

So now is the time to call a halt to it.
If those who favor this raid on the Treas-
ury place that ahead and above and be-
yond the fiscal integrity of the United
States, so be it.

Mr. President, I have presented twice
in the Senate a motion that would resolve
this whole matter and send this bill to
the President; and I hope that after the
cloture motion is voted on, we will act on
that, and that we will not be prevented
from acting on it by a filibuster or par-
liamentary tactics, because that motion
is still pending before the Senate. As
soon as the cloture motion is disposed of,
we will move to the motion to recede and
vote on a bill which will be passed and
go to the President. He is in Washing-
ton for this weekend, and he can sign
the measure.

So, Mr. President, a great issue is pre-
sented here—whether we are going to
legislate by just a few fellows getting to-
gether and saying, “We wish to compro-
mise, and we can handle those fellows in
the House. They are just a bunch of
sacks of potatoes,” they say—not those
I know—"“and we can pass that over
there. All we have to do is agree fo it in
the Senate.”

We are not going to agree to it today
in the Senate, in the judgment of the
Senator from Alabama, and I hope we
will pass the debt limit bill.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the majority leader, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am
afraid that the distinguished Senator
from Alabama doth protest foo much.
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He talks about undercutting the Water-
gate Committee. As a matter of fact, it
was the Watergate Committee which
helped to generate the question of con-
tributions by corporations and others in
Presidential campaigns.

In my opinion—and I may be wrong—
I have an idea that the distinguished
Senator from Alabama would not even
vote for a Presidential proposal of this
nature, even if it were proposed by the
Watergate Committee.

He says, also, that we are attempting
to undercut the committee system. The
distinguished Senator from Alabama
knows better than that. He knows that
the committees are the servants of the
Senate as a whole, and the Senate as a
whole is now and has been and will be,
if need be, considering this measure.
After all, when we think of committees,
we think of them as the creatures and
the servants of the Senate. They are
nothing special. They are subordinate to
this body. That is the way it is, and
that is the way it will be, because no
committee is going to tell the Senate how
the Senate as a whole is going to vote.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am glad to yield.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. LONG. I yield 2 additional min-
utes.

As a practical matter, I ask the Sena-
tor, is it not the Committee on Finance
that would have jurisdiction of this mat-
ter, not the Watergate Committee?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Of course.

Mr. LONG. The fact is that the Com-
mittee on Finance has considered this
type of matter several times before, and
we in the committee had the proposal
before us. If one looks at the rollcall
votes, he will see that the committee
would be closely divided on this matter,
even more closely divided than the Sen-
ate itself,

It would be appropriate to say—as the
committee did—that no matter what ad-
vice we may give the Senate about this
matter, the Senate is still going to reach
its own conclusions. Therefore, we re-
ported the debt limit bill, reserving the
right to every Senator on that commit-
tee—as we would expect every Senator
who has heard this issue debated time
and time again for weeks and months in
the Senate—to take a position on this
issue.

Basically, I am persuaded that it is the
issue we are talking about, not the pre-
cise details of how it is to be done. It is
a question of whether one wants to re-
move from this Government the power of
private money to dictate the decisions
rather than the consciences of private
people. It is an issue that is far bigger,
in my judgment, than the Finance Com-
mittee, the Watergate Committee, or any
others. It was here with us, and may I
say that the Senate had taken a position
on it, long before we had ever heard of
the Watergate Committee.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct. All the Watergate Commitiee
can do is to recommend legislation; and
if legislation is recommended in this
area, it would, of course, go to the Fi-
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nance Committee. The Finance Commit-
tee has held hearings on this proposal.
The Senate has discussed it on 3, 4, or 5
different days that I can recall.

I do not think that this is a ‘“half-
baked” proposal, as the distinguished
Senator from Alabama seems to indicate;
nor do I think that the leaders—the
Demoeratic leaders, that is—when they
met, took onto themselves extraordinary
prerogatives because we said that we
would try to get the Senate and the
House to agree to a proposal of this
nature.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The 4 minutes of the Senator have
expired.

Mr. LONG. I yield 1 additional minute
to the Senator.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. RawnporpH), who I thought
had signed the cloture motion yester-
day, be included in yesterday's cloture
motion.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

‘Who yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 4 minutes?

Mr. LONG. I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, the last
time the Senate met in extraordinary
Sunday session was more than 100
years ago, on the eve of the Civil War
and the inauguration of Abraham
Lincoln, the President who saved the
Union.

It is entirely appropriate, therefore,
that we meet in extraordinary Sunday
session this morning on what we hope is
the eve of the most important action
Congress can take to save the Union from
Watergate and preserve the political sys-
tem of the Nation.

Last week, a strong bipartisan ma-
jority of the Senate enacted far-reaching
legislation to establish public financing
of all elections for Federal office—Presi-
dent, House and Senate. Since that ac-
tion, we have received strong indications
that the House of Representatives is
prepared to accept at least two riajor
parts of that legislation now—the pro-
hibition on private financing in the gen-
eral election for President, so that all
candidates will be required to use the
public financing option now available;
and the matching grant provisions for
partial public financing of Presidential
primaries.

Although the third major provision of
the amendment passed by the Senate
last Tuesday—public financing for Sen-
ate and House elections—may not be
enacted now, it is still of great signifi-
cance that the full Senate is so squarely
on record in support of this provision.
I believe its enactment will come swiftly,
as soon as the House of Representatives
has had the opportunity to consider more
fully the application of public financing
to its own elections.

But Congress is ready now, on the Debt
Ceiling Act, to take a giant step toward
restoring the shattered confidence of the
people in the integrity of their Govern-
ment. Those who seek today to frustrate
the will of the majority of the Senate by
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maintaining this unconscionable filibus-
ter are also frustrating a majority of the
House of Representatives and a majority
of the American people and they cannot
be allowed to prevail.

If Watergate means anything, it means
that the time has come to end the corro-
sive power of private money in public
life. The corruption of the 1972 election
demonstrates beyond any doubt that our
campaign financing laws are hopelessly
inadequate to stem the tide of abuse that
flows from the power of giant political
contributors and those who seek their
contributions.

If we seize the moment we now have,
we can shut off forever the underground
flow of cash in political campaigns. We
can ring down the curtain on the role of
big campaign contributors. For too long,
they have profaned the proud profession
of politics. The time has come to end the
corruption and the appearance of cor-
ruption that always travel in their wake.

Public financing is the best single an-
swer Congress can provide to the evils
symbolized by Watergate. At a single
stroke, by enacting the bill before us,
we can take the Presidential election off
the auction block, and give it back to the
American people.

I hope this filibuster marks the last
stand of those who would ignore the les-
son of Watergate and preserve the status
quo. There is no wiser investment the
hard-pressed and long-suffering Ameri-
can taxpayer can make than to spend
his tax dollars on public financing of
elections, and I hope that Congress will
vote today to let this measure pass.

Mr. President, I wish to ask the Sena-
tor from Louisiana a very brief question.
He has served in the Senate for, I believe,
24 years.

Mr. LONG. Twenty-five years.

Mr. KENNEDY. Twenty-five years.
The Senator from Louisiana has seen
filibusters come and go. I would be in-
terested in his view as to whether this
type filibuster could really take place and
continue without the support and en-
couragement, or at least the acquiescence,
of the White House.

Does the Senator, who is the manager
of the bill and who has been one of the
real pioneers in campaign reform, think
we should have a statement from the
President of the United States on the
issue that has brought the Senate to an
extraordinary session at this time? The
President has stated in the past that he
is for campaign reform legislation. The
former Vice President said he believes
in public financing. We have had a clear
expression by the Senate. A strong ma-
jority of the Senate is on record in favor
of this legislation. Why is the President
silent?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has
expired.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for 1 additional
minute?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. A strong majority of
the Members of this body has voted in
support of this legislation, and I believe
that a majority of the House would do
so as well.

Does the Senator agree with me that it
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would be appropriate for the American
people, as the Senate meets in this dead-
lock situation, to receive some clear ex-
pression from the President on this issue,
which has brought us to this extraordi-
nary session?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am con-
vinced that a successful filibuster cannot
be sustained against this proposal which,
from the point of view of those of us
who favor it, is to remove the influence
of big money from its potential of
dominating decisions of this Govern-
ment. In my judgment a filibuster can-
not be sustained if the man who sits in
the White House did not want that type
filibuster to succeed. If he wanted it to
succeed, my guess is it would have a
fairly good chance of continuing, even
successfully ; but if he does not want it to
be sustained, it seems to me he could
make his views clear and there would not
be 34 votes in this body to support the
filibuster.

It is obvious where the votes are. The
Senate voted to propose this measure.
This measurc has gone to the House
before, and it went there without a fili-
buster. So it is fairly clear that we wou'd
not have a filibuster on our hands if it
were not for the fact that there are
those in this body as well as in the House
who feel that the House is willing to
agree to something, and what they are
willing to agree to are those items men-
tioned by the Senator from Massachu-
setts: one, a prohibition on accepting
private contributions on the part of one
who is a candidate for President of one of
the two major parties; and, two, a pro-
posal that we would help to relieve the
pressure of accepting financial contribu-
tions, large ones, at least, by those who
are candidates for the office of Presi-
dent in the nomination process of the
two major parties.

So we have here a proposal that the
majority of us, and I believe a majority
in both Houses, believe would have a
cleansing effect and tend to remove this
Government from the power of money to
corrupt it, or at least lessen that power
in a very major way. It has to do with
one’s philosophy of government. It goes
back to the quarrel between Thomas Jef-
ferson and Alexander Hamilton about
whether the few should rule or whether
the many should rule in this land. It is
fundamental to all of us. Frankly, al-
though some may give it little credit,
there is something to be said for the
Alexander Hamilton side of the argu-
ment, and that philosophy is being ex-
pressed by those who do not want this to
go to the President. Those who have the
majority should be in a position to lay
their legislative proposal on the Presi-
dent’s desk. If he still feels determined
about this matter, as he was a year or
two ago, we would not expect him to veto
it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. LONG. I yield myself 2 additional
minutes.

It may be that the President actually
would want to follow through with what
he said when he made a rather contrite
statement before the American people
on television, urging Congress to prepare
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some measure to see that this type scan-
dal which is plaguing his administration
will never happen.

It seems to me that he would want to
go along today with those who have bet-
ter credentials in this area of maintain-
ing a system above and beyond the pow-
er of money or any improper forces to
corrupt. He should be willing to accept
the judgment of others who have better
credentials than he in this area. It seems
to me he might be willing to sign a meas-
ure passed by a majority of this Congress
who think this will have a pronounced
cleansing effect on our Government. If
not, we would have to consider whether
we have the votes to override a veto, and
if we do not, we will have to yield even-
tually to the President on this matter.
But we should have a chance to find out.
Those supporting a filibuster today
should be willing to permit the Senate
to take its proposal to the President so
that he can either agree with those who
are conducting the filibuster or those
who have been among his strongest sup-
porters in the past.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, I think
it is appropriate that we meet this morn-
ing for the first time in 112 years on a
Sabbath morning because I believe what
we have before us truly is the Lord’s work.
If it was necessary once to force the
moneychangers out of the temple, it is
equally obvious we must chase those who
would compromise and corrupt politics
and the American political system out of
the system this morning and seek to do
so by adopting cloture and going on to
adopt the underlying measure.

Mr, President, let us be clear about
what is going on here today.

An administration which has done
more than any other in the history of
this Nation to illustrate the defects in
our present system of financing political
campaigns apparently would prefer to
have American Government grind to a
halt rather than clean it up.

The Halls of the Senate are haunted
by White House lobbyists attempting to
kill this reform of Presidential cam-
paigns. And high White House officials
are twisting the arms of Members of
Congress with the threat that the debt
limit bill will be vetoed if our reforms
are attached.

It is a final irony that this administra-
tion—which is above all responsible for
dramatizing the corrupting influence of
massive campaign contributions on our
political life—has now mustered such a
fierce lobbying efilort to preserve the very
system which has led to their corruption
and possible downfall. In their despera-
tion, they seem bent on preserving the
very system that has nearly destroyed
them.

This is a tawdry spectacle to place be-
fore the American people in the year of
Watergate. And if the administration
achieves the one-third minority needed
to frustrate the will of the Senate and
the people, it will be a national tragedy.

The American people are tired of clever
and disingenuous maneuvering by poli-
ticlans.
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They are fed up with the filth and cor-
ruption of our present system of fi-
nancing political campaigns.

They want an end to the cynical busi-
ness of putting American Government up
for sale to the highest bidder.

They want an end to the “Buy Amer-
ica” system of financing campaigns.

By an overwhelming majority of 59
to 36 the Senate of the United States—
Democrats and Republicans alike—voted
this week to make a start on ending this
system for good, tk.rough combined pub-
lic and private financing in all campaigns
for Federal office—for the Presidency,
the House, and the Senate.

Now we are given to understand by the
leadership of the House of Representa-
tives that the House is willing to join with
us to provide a comprehensive system of
public financing for at least Presidential
elections.

And this is the argument today. The
question is whether we will join with the
House to reform Presidential campaign
financing, or allow this critical reform
to founder on the rocks of parliamentary
maneuvering.

The provisions which the House is will-
ing to accept are essentially those intro-
duced by Senator ScHwEIKER and myself
last July.

And they were overwhelmingly ap-
proved by the Senate in the comprehen-
sive amendment adopted last week under
the leadership of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY).

Under this plan:

Each candidate in the Presidential
primaries would be entitled to matching
payments of public funds for the first
$100 received from each individual con-
tributor, but candidates must first ac-
cumulate $100,000 in contributions of
$100 or less,

Treasury matching payments in the
primary period would be limited to $7
million per candidate, and no candidate
could spend more than $15 million over-
all in the primaries.

In Presidential general elections, pub-
lic financing through the voluntary dol-
lar checkoff is made mandatory instead
of permitting candidates to forgo pub-
lic funds and use all private money, as
the present law allows. This effectively
limits each candidate to spending no
more than $21 million in the general
election.

Now, the administration, supported by
a minority of Senators, is trying to de-
stroy our chance to achieve this funda-
mental reform of Presidential campaign
financing.

The plan for public financing of Presi-
dential campaigns is, we are told, “a raid
on the Federal Treasury for the politi-
cians of the country.”

This is the kind of distorted rhewrlc
we have already h:ard far too often in
this year of Watergate.

For under the proposal the success of
a candidate in securing financial support,
at the primary level, will be proportional
to his or her ability to first secure broad-
based support from thousands of small
and moderate contributors.

The success of the proposal for both
primary and general elections depends
on the willingness of millions of Amer-
icans to check off dollars on their tax
forms.
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And our public financing proposals will
cost less than one one-hundredth of 1
percent of the Federal budget.

For this small price, we can free the
American Presidency from the stench
and corruption of our present system of
campaign financing. It is the best in-
vestment the taxpayers of this country
could possibly make.

Let us look for a moment at some of the
costs of our present system of financing
campaigns:

In 1970, President Nixon rejected his
Cabinet’s recommendation to abolish oil
import quotas, which were costing the
American consumer $5 billion a year in
higher oil prices, and forcing us to con-
sume our own badly needed reserves. The
oil industry, which strongly favored re-
tention of the quotas, gave at least $500,-
000 to President Nixon's 1968 campaign.

The oil industry receives over $2 bil-
lion a year in special tax subsidies which
go virtually unchallenged, and additional
billions in monopoly profits which go un-
touched by price controls and antitrust
. laws.

A congressional study a year or two
ago found that the total cost of all Fed-
eral subsidies—cash payments, tax sub-
sidies, and other special benefits—comes
to over $60 billion a year. Many of these
subsidies go to industries and special
interests that contribute large amounts
to political campaigns.

Many of these provisions serve legiti-
mate purposes. But they are surrounded
with an air of special advantage that
tinges even the most worthwhile with
suspicion. And it is clear that other equ~
ally worthy causes—supported by ordi-
nary voters—cannot begin to command
the interest and sympathy from our Gov-
ernment that is given to the financially
powerful.

But it is not just these direct costs that
are harmful. What is far more damaging
is the harm that is done by our present
system to the trust and confidence Amer-
ican citizens must have in their Govern-
ment.

The erosion of this trust in recent years
is reflected in public opinion polls. A re-
cent Gallup poll showed that only 25
percent of the American people are sat-
isfied with the way this Nation is being
governed—a drop of 11 percentage points
in just 2 years.

It is not hard to understand why this
has happened. What can we expect when
people hear about things like—

Financier Robert Vesco giving $200,000
to the Nixon campaign and then getting
an appointment 2 hours later with the
head of the SEC to discuss his financial
problems.

Top Nixon fundraisers shaking down
scores of businessmen for contributions
of what amounted to protection money.

A convicted felon in Florida paroled
early from Federal prison at around the
same time he makes a secret $30,000
cash contribution to the Nixon campaign.

The $600,000 contributed to the Nixon
campaign by the trucking industry at the
same time it is fighting a government
proposal to increase competition in high-
way shipping.

The Chairman of the Board of a ma-
jor auto company being approached for
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a contribution by Nixon fundraisers at
the same time the industry is planning
an aggressive campaign to water down
Federal auto emission standards.

A $200,000 contribution to the Nixon
campaign by carpet manufacturers at the
same time the carpet lobby is desperately
trying to postpone enforcement of new
flammability regulations.

A $100,000 contribution to the Nixon
campaign by a man named shortly there-
after as Ambassador to the Netherlands,
and $300,000 from a woman later named
as Ambassador to Luxembourg.

A secret $46,000 cash contribution from
the chairman of Occidential Petroleum
Co., which later announced an $8 billion,
20-year fertilizer agreement with the So-
viet Union, and a $10 billion natural gas
project in Siberia.

The $30,000 in secret cash contribu-
tions from executives of a Houston pipe-
line company, which later announced a
project to bring natural gas from Russia
to the east coast of the United States—
a deal reguiring the approval of the
Nixon administration.

A huge contribution from ITT to help
underwrite the GOP National Conven-
tion mysteriously coinciding with an
antitrust settlement between ITT and
the Justice Department—a settlement
highly beneficial to ITT.

This is what the public has seen.
Heaven knows what it has not seen, in
both political parties.

We cannot be sure in any single case
that there is a direct connection between
the contribution and the benefit received
or the harm avoided.

But what is more important is that
millions of Americans believe, with justi-
fication, that there is a direct connection
in many. And that is what is so corrosive
and damaging to public trust in govern-
ment.

Our form of government simply cannot
continue to function if millions of Ameri-
cans believe it is being bought and cor-
rupted by rich and powerful special
interests.

Abraham Lincoln once said that—

With public sentiment, nothing can fail.
Without it, nothing can succeed.

What is at stake here today is nothing
less than the future of our democracy. It
is a test of whether government of the
people, by the people, and for the people
can, as Lincoln said, long endure,

It is a test which we cannot fail.

We must act now—today—to clean up
American Government and make certain
that a Watergate never again disgraces
our democracy.

I urge the Senate to invoke the rule of
cloture, to bring this filibuster to an end,
and to act now to stem the corrosion of
our political process.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has
expired.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE, I yield.

Mr. NUNN. Would not, in every in-
stance cited by the Senator, legislation
which has passed the Senate, prohibiting
large contributions, correct that? Would
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that not be corrected by legislation which
has already passed the Senate and is
now pending in the House?

Mr. MONDALE, The answer is “No,”
because the bill we passed, dealing with
trying to cleanse the private system of
campaign funding proved another thing:
If you really clean up the private fund-
ing, it is not possible to get enough funds
to run; so we need a system of cleansed
private funding plus public contribu-
tions.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield the
Senator 2 minutes. Will the Senator
yield to me?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Is it not also frue that the
bill we passed permits contributions of
$3,000 per individual?

Mr. MONDALE. That is correct.

Mr. LONG. The people about whom
we are talking have large connections.
They have banking connections all over
the United States and with foreign na-
tions. They have connections with con-
tractors and subcontractors’ groups to
the extent that, as a practical matter,
any one of several of these major com-
mittees could have financed the whole
campaign with $3,000 contributions, if
they had to do it that way, and find it
to their advantage.

Mr. MONDALE. I think it is obvious
to most persons who have bothered to
study this subject that it is impossible
to cleanse the present system of private
financing and make it possible for a
person to raise enough money to run for
President. Therefore, if we cleanse the
system, we must either back a system of
public financing—this is what we are
trying to do—to do away with a record
of pervasive corruption which both par-
ties are subject to—

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro ftem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, I yield the
Senator 1 minute.

Mr. MONDALE. Several fop officers
testified that Government, which had
great power, came to them and said,
“Either we get this money from you’'—
we used to call it extortion in law
school—“or other things might happen
to you that you won’t like."”

The question is, Do we want to end that
system? We all know about it. We are all
in politics. There is no mystery about it.
There is no one here who does not hate
the private system. It demeans one. It
sometimes corrupts him. The marvel is
that it is as honest as it is. Let us attempt
to do something about it this Sunday
morning and throw the money changers
out of the temple.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, first I yield
4 minutes to the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. DoMINICK) , then I shall yield 2 min-
utes to the Senator from New York (Mr.
BuckLEy), and then 2 minutes to the
Senator from South Carolina.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senators will be recognized in
that order.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Alabama.

I have been sitting here on this good
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Sunday morning listening to the pious
speeches from the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts and the Senator from Min-
nesota, most of which have been based on
the fact that you have to throw the pri-
vate givers out of a Presidential cam-
paign.

As a matter of fact, listening to the
speeches, I thought perhaps we were talk-
ing about a different bill, because the bill
which is before us requires that one get
private contributions before he can even
get any money out of the Federal Treas-
ury. No matter how far one reaches in, he
still has to have $100,000 to start with.

The second thing that interests me is
that nobody is trying to kill this bill for-
ever. There is no reason why it cannot
go to the committee, be reported out of
the committee, and be debated in the
ordinary course like any other bill; but
to attach it to the public debt limit seems
to me to be deliberately trying to stall
the whole economy of this country.

I do not happen to like the debt limit.
T have said so on many occasions. It is
a movable finish line. Every time we in
Congress—and we are the ones doing it—
increase the debt, then we move the
finish line by increasing the debt limit,
and we say to ourselves this has to be
done because the economy of the country
is going to go to pot unless we do, and
then we go ahead and add that to an in-
crease in the debt limit so we will not
ruin that economy. We put on it this
type of bill, which is not only controver-
sial to start with, but which no one, as
the Senator from Alabama has so0 clearly
said, really understands.

I would say that, in listening to all this
conversation about the Presidential po-
litical scene in the last election, wholly
overlooked in the arguments has been
the fact that the bill as it stands before
us not only covers Presidential campaigns
but also covers senatorial and congres-
sional campaigns, so that everyone who
will be running in 1976 or later, when the
bill becomes effective, at that time has a
personal interest in this bill, so that they
can reach into the taxpayers’ money and
start getting some campaign funding for
their own campaign.

To me, that is wrong. I happen to he
lucky in this situation, because I do not
come up in 1976; I come up in 1974. So it
will not benefiv me one way or the other.
But I will say, whether it did or not, I
cannot conceive of a worse situation than
what we have here when we are trying to
preserve the economy at a time of energy
shortages and a lot of other problems, to
be able to say we cannot raise the debt
limit because we are more interested in
getting into the taxpayer's pocket in or-
der to finance political campaigns. It just
makes no sense to me at all,

I am happy to say, whether we have an
administration that is against this bill
or for it, I am for the Senator from
Alabama and I will be happy to sit and
argue it and talk against this bill as long
as he will give me time to do it.

It just makes no sense whatsoever for
the Senate, which is supposed to be a
deliberative body, to be talking about
something which they do not have before
it, which we know is nothing more than a
measure to cover the financing of politi-
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cal campaigns at a Federal level in 1976
or thereafter, and then get up and make
pious speeches about what has been go-
ing on in Federal campaigns probably
ever since the country started. It makes
no sense at all.

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama for yield-
ing.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New York is rec-
ognized for 2 minutes.

Mr, BUCKLEY. Mr, President, I think
the vital question before us now is not
the question of how we should finance
Federal campaigns. Certainly it is not
to this issue that I intend to speak.
Rather, I think what we are confronted
with is a corruption of the legislative
process through the use of so-called veto-
proof bills as a vehicle for facing the
adoption of totally unrelated measures.
This practice constitutes a perversion of
the Constitution of the United States. It
is a practice that ought not to be tol-
erated in this Chamber.

The Constitution states that the ma-
jority of the Congress will work its will,
and that if the President disagrees, he
may exercise his right of veto. However,
the Congress may vote to override that
veto and the bill then becomes law.

The attempt to tack on unrelated leg-
islation to a measure vital to the fiscal
integrity of the United States is, to me,
unconscionable—especially when there is
not even the excuse of urgency.

We have heard a lot of talk in this
Chamber about the low esteem into which
the Executive has fallen. We should take
cognizance of the fact that, if anything,
the Congress of the United States has
fallen to an even lower level.

The people of the United States are
well aware of this appalling exercise of
legislative irresponsibility on the part of
Congress.

I believe we should be ashamed of our-
selves and that we should allow the Sen-
ator from Alabama to have a vote on his
motion to have the Senate recede from
its amendments. And I believe that we
should return to the Lord's business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Carolina
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, first
I would like to commend the able and
distinguished Senator from Alabama for
leading the fight on this matter. The
Senator from Alabama is in his first
term as a U.S. Senator.

I am pleased to state now, although I
am on the other side of the aisle from
him, that he has become one of the most
forward Senators and one of the most
effectvie Members of this body.

First, I would like to say that I under-
stand the question is whether we are
going to apply cloture here, In many in-
stances when some of us have tried to
carry on debate, there has been objec-
tion.

A few years ago I remember the satel-
lite bill, and I could refer to others,
when the so-called liberal element of
the Senate was determined to debate the
matter. However, they are now taking the
opposite view. They now say how hor-
rendous and how terrible a thing it is.
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It is my judgment that the Senate has
a right to carry on extended debate un-
der the rules of the Senate. It is proper
to do so. I do not criticize any Member
on the other side of the aisle or this side
of the aisle for carrying on extended
debate on any subject.

However, I want to say that I hope
cloture will not be invoked here because
there is an attempt here to attach to this
extended debt limit bill a completely
new subject, one of far-reaching im- .
portance, one that involves a restruc-
turing of the entire election system of
this Nation.

At the present time, Mr. President, the
permanent debt limit is $400 billion. The
temporary debt limit is $465 billion. All
that this bill does is to extend this debt
limit by $10.7 billion, which would make
the debt limit $475.7 billion.

I realize that some people do not wish
to extend the debt limit. I have voted
against extending the debt limit because
we cannot keep on spending more than
we take in year after year. However, we
have been doing this for a very long time.
For instance, in the last 30 years, I be-
lieve that we have mnot balanced the
budget except for 6 years.

Congress might attempt to pass this off
on whatever administration is in power.
However, we cannot do this. Congress is
responsible for authorizing appropria-
tions. Congress is responsible for appro-
priating money. Presidents can recom-
mend.

We can go back for the last 30 years,
and all of the Presidents that we have
had could recommend. However, they
make a mistake when they recommend
budgets that contain expenditures
greater than our income.

Congress has to make this system work.
It is a tripartite system of government.
The Executive merely administers and
executes the laws passed by Congress.
And if Congress spends more than it
takes in, Congress has only itself to
blame. We are responsible.

Today the Members of the Congress
have spent more than we have been tak-
ing in. It is unsound. We cannot keep
on as we are going now. No individual
can stay in business who spends more
than he takes in. No company can stay
in business when it spends more than it
takes in. No government can succeed
when it spends more than it takes in.
And that is what we have been doing
for a long time.

I am anxious that this matter come to
an end. However, on the other hand, I
think that it is not proper to attach this
measure on a bill that is of tremendous
and paramount importance.

Mr. President, in my judgment, Con-
gress will make a mistake if it applies
cloture rather than letting the debt limit
bill be acted upon separately.

It is a great mistake, I think, to attach
to a fiscal matter a very important fiscal
matter, a very important piece of elec-
tion legislation. The political campaign
matter is important enough in itself to
constitute an important piece of legis-
lation.

I hope that cloture will not be applied.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
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pore. The 5 minutes of the Senator
have expired.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alabama is rec-
ognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, this is a
far-reaching measure. As the distin-
guished Senator from New York (M.
BuckrLeEY) has pointed out, if we allow
an extraneous matter of this importance
to be attached to a must piece of legis-
lation, we effectively amend the Consti-
tution, because it wipes out the Presi-
dent’s veto power which he can exercise
when undesirable legislation is passed.

This measure, if its time has come, can
withstand congressional hearings. It can
withstand debate on the floor. It can be
enacted on its own without riding piggy-
back on a piece of must legislation.

Mr. President, I am going to answer
the challenge that has been made, be-
cause it has been said that the Senator
from Alabama and the others alined with
him are holding up a vote on this im-
portant matter.

I would like to point out that the Sen-
ator from Alabama on one occasion asked
for unanimous consent that we recede
from our amendments and pass the bill.
Twice we put in a motion to recede from
our amendments. Those who would have
us pass the bill in its present form, and
those who favor the campaign subsidies
have prevented that issue from coming
to a vote on the floor of the Senate. The
Senate will not send the bill to the Presi-
dent and recede from its amendments.

Why should the Senate not be allowed
to vote? By obstructive tactics on the
part of those who favor the campaign
subsidy, that issue has not been allowed
to be presented to the Senate. Therefore,
I issue this challenge: that after the vote
on cloture, if cloture is rejected, there
be a vote on the motion to recede. I hope
the Senate will not be blocked by fili-
buster, as it was yesterday, or by a mo-
tion to adjourn, as it was yesterday, but
that the matter will be brought to a
vote.

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of my time to the chairman of the
Watergate Committee.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, before
doing that, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. ALLEN, I yield.

Mr. EENNEDY. Is the Senator willing
to abide by a vote of the Senate? Would
the Senator permit a majority of the
Members of this body and the House of
Representatives to express the will of
the American people? If the Senator is
issuing a challenge, will he abide by a
similar challenge?

Mr. ALLEN. Of course, we will abide
by the will of the Senate.

Mr. KENNEDY. If the majority of the
Senators vote against it, will the Senator
abide by the result?

Mr. ALLEN. Let us give Senators an
opportunity to express themselves.

Now, Mr. President, I yield the re-
mainder of my time to the distinguished
chairman of the Watergate Committee,
the committee appointed to seek a
remedy for the ills of the present cam-
paign system.
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Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I intend to
vote against cloture, for two reasons.

In the first place, I think it is time
to abolish debt ceilings or to adopt a real-
istic debt ceiling which will be honored
and observed.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, would the
Senator use his microphone?

Mr., ALLEN. Would the Senator use
his microphone?

Mr. ERVIN. Very well. Ever since 1
have been in the Senate, Congress has
been engaging in the futility and the
hypocrisy of trying to deceive the Amer-
ican people that we are going to limit
expenditures by putting a ceiling upon
them. I say, let us be done with that
hypocrisy.

I agree with those who advocate the
Kennedy amendment that something
drastic must be done to regulate cam-
paign contributions and expenditures.
‘We ought not to try to do it on the Sen-
ate floor on the spur of the moment
without affordinz Senators a reasonable
opportunity to consider whether the
remedy proposed would not bring upon
the American scene a hundred differ-
ent eandidates who would get $7 million
each out of the Federal coffers.

No reform of magnitude should be
made without having the appropriate
committee study all relevant proposals,
take evidence and views relating to them,
and report to the Senate a bill after all
the implications of the various proposals
are known.

The Rules Committee was studying the
Kennedy-Secott proposals and other re-
lated proposals on this subject and had
not completed its study of them at the
time the Kennedy amendment was ab-
ruptly and unexpectedly offered as an
amendment to the wholly nongermane
debt ceiling bill.

Americans can finance campaigns in
an honest and honorable manner, I
think, without going to the extreme this
amendment would require. We should not
take money out of the Federal Treasury
to finance campaigns; we should finance
campaigns by increasing the income tax
exemption or credit allowable for con-
tributions to whatever limit is necessary
to enable the raising of adequate funds.

We should stop the hypocrisy of prose-
cuting men for making illegal contribu-
tions unless we also prosecute those who
solicit such contributions. It has been
against the law of this Nation since 1907,
if my recollection serves me right, to
make contributions for political purposes
out of corporate funds. Why should the
Department of Justice not prosecute the
men who solicit or accept such illegal
contributions for aiding and abetting
crime, and have them sent to jail? None
of the solicitors of such illegal contribu-
tion have been prosecuted; only the mak-
ers, who were coerced into making the il-
legal contributions, have been prosecuted
and punished.

I propose that the following remedies
be studied by the Rules Committee, be-
fore the Senate acts on Mr. KENNEDY'S
amendment to finance Presidential pri-
maries and elections out of tax moneys:

First. Increase the tax exemption or
tax credit for every person who makes a
campalgn contribution to the candidate
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or party of his choice fo a reasonable
amount.

Second. To make it certain that all of
these contributions will be reported, es-
tablish a commission, a bipartisan com-
mission, to supervise Federal elections.

Third. Require the man who receives
the contribution or the committee which
receives the contribution to report its re-
ceipt forthwith to that commission, and
require the man who makes the contri-
bution to notify the Internal Revenue
Service that he has made the contribu-
tion and expects to claim it as an exemp-
tion or a eredit on his income tax return.

Fourth. Increase the penalties for vio-
lations of election laws, and enforce such
penalties.

Since there are upward of 60 million
voters in the United States, political
fundraisers should be encouraged to
raise campaign funds by obtaining vol-
untary tax-exempt contributions from
citizens and be deterred by drastic crim-
inal law, from coercing large contribu-
tions from corporations or unions,

By that method we could finance po-
litical campaigns in the United States
without reaching into the Federal Treas-
ury and without encouraging a multitude
of candidates to seek nominations and
elections to the Presidency for the pur-
pose of getting their hands on millions
of dollars of Federal funds.

I expect to vote against cloture. I
would vote for a motion to recede. I think
this whole proposition needs substantial
study in the Rules Committee, because
I know the Senate has not been able to
give it any adequate consideration dur-
ing the few hours we have discussed it
on the Senate floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired. The
Senator from Louisiana has 5 minutes
remaining.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may require.

There is no Senator’'s home in which
the Senator from North Carolina is more
admired than in the home of the Sena-
tor from Louisiana. It was my good for-
tune to marry the very fine person who
was the Senator's secretary, and we ad-
mire him, I think, as much as anyone
other than his own wife could admire
him.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor committed the grandest larceny ever
committed when he stole my charming
secretary from my staff to make her his
bride.

Mr. LONG. Admiring the Senator as
we do, we have concluded that the reason
the Senator has taken the stand he has
on this issue is only that he has never
had the problem we have had trying to
raise campaign money. The people of his
State hold him in such high esteem that
he has never had any fundraising prob-
lems.

Mr. President, this is not a veto-proof
bill. The President can veto it if he wants
to. But the Senate is barred, under the
Constitution, from initiating revenue
bills, so the only way the Senate can
move in a revenue area of this sort is by
amending a bill that has been passed by
the House of Representatives, And if we
belleve a matter to be as important as
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the Senate seems to believe this matter
to be, naturally we would try to resolve
the issue on a bill which the President
would be very reluctant to veto, such as
this one, and seek a confrontation on a
“must” bill, which must become law in
one fashion or another.

That is what the Senate has done. The
Senate has espoused to initiate the issue
in a way that would accomplish its pur-
pose.

If we do not put this measure on a
significant revenue bhill, as the Senate
has done, the attempt would be fruitless.
So while I did not advocate it and was
not a sponsor of this amendment, I com-
pletely respect the right of Senators to
bring the issue to a conclusion in this
fashion. They have a right to do it.

I have been looking over the rolleall
votes on this issue, both yesterday, the
day before, and in years past. When this
matter first came up, the people of this
Nation had little understanding of it. We
were told that those of us who were at-
tempting to finance campaigns at the
expense of the taxpayer were wrong, that
the public would not understand or ap-
prove.

What has happened? Those of us who
have taken the position of those who are
seeking to move forward in the area of
campaign financing by the public have
picked up votes; we have won elections;
we are picking up States. We are picking
up converts. In other words, there are
Senators who have not voted with us in
the past who are voting with us now.

‘We are picking up converts among the
American people. We have been back be-
fore them, and are winning elections.

I submit, Mr. President, that those of
of us who favor this concept, which the
public is coming to understand better
and better day by day, are going to have
an overwhelming victory at the polls next
year. Only time will tell, but the whole
trend has been in our favor.

There have been those who said the
answer was to have more reporting of
more information to the American pub-
lic, and more accountability. So we give
them their reporting and their account-
ability and we have opened up those
doors and let the light shine through.

CALL OF THE ROLL

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr, Moss). The hour of 11 o'clock
having arrived, and pursuant to rule
XXII, the Chair now directs the clerk
to call the roll and ascertain the presence
of a quorum,

The legislative clerk called the roll and
the following Senators answered to their

names:
[No. 544 Leg.]

Abourezk Byrd, Ervin
Alken Harry F., Jr. Fannin
Byrd, Robert C. Fong
Cannon Gravel
Case Griffin
Chiles Hansen
Church Hart
Clark
Cook
Cranston
Curtis
Dole
Domenict
Dominick
Eastland

Hartke
Haskell
Hathaway

Huddleston

Burdick Humphrey
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Inouye
Jackson
Johnston
Eennedy
Long
Magnuson

Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Weicker
Williams
Young

Montoya
Moss
Musklie
Nelson
Nunn
Pastore
Pell
Proxmire
Ribicoff
Roth
Schwelker
Metcalf Scott, Hugh
Mondale Sparkman

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EacrLeETOoN), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FuLBrIGHT), the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HucHes), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. McGee), and the Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLFH) are
necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYyMINGTON) is absent be-
cause of illness.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY),
the Senator from New York (Mr. JaviTs),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxse), and
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. WiLLIAM
L. ScorT) are necessarily absent.

Also, the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HatrieLp), the Senator from KXKansas
(Mr. PearsonN), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PErcY), and the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. TaFT) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. CorTOoN) is absent because of illness
in his family.

The Senator from Idaho (Mr. Mc-
Crure) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. Packwoon) are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. A quorum is present.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would hope that after this vote is con-
cluded we would be able to vote on the
motion to recede and then on the Long
motion—1, 2, 3—so that we could dis-
pose of this matter once and for all and
have it settled.

Weculd the Senator from Alabama agree
to vote on a 1, 2, 3 basis?

Mr. ALLEN. We would take them one
at a time. Let us vote one at a time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. All right. Keeping
an open mind?

Mr. ALLEN. Absolutely.

Mr. STENNIS addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the rule, we must proceed.
The clerk will state the motion before
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

‘We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby maove
to bring to a close the debate upon the mo-
tion to insist on the Senate amendments, re-
quest a conference with the House on the
disagreecing votes of the two Houses, and
authorize the Chair to appoint conferees on
the bill HR. 11104, an act to provide for a

temporary increase of £10,700,000,000 in the
public debt Hmit and to extend the period

to which this temporary limit applies to
June 30, 1974,

Mansfield
Mathias
MecClellan
McGovern
MclIntyre
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Mike Mansfield 12.
Hugh Scott 13.
Walter F. 14,
Mondale
Robert C. Byrd 15.
Edward M.
Eennedy 18.
Edmund 8. 17.
Muskie
Lawton Chiles 18.
Philip A. Hart 19.
Alan Cranston
John O. Pastore
Harrison A.
Williams

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will be in order before
we proceed.

Pursuant to rule XXII, a rollcall has
been had, and a quorum is present.

The question before the Senate is, Is
it the sense of the Senate that the debate
on the pending motion shall be brought
to a close? The yeas and nays are man-
datory under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask the Chair to maintain order and
to ask Senators to keep their seats during
the rollcall.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair requests that all Sen-
ators remain in their seats and answer
the rolleall audibly.

The Chair admonishes the galleries to
be quiet during the rollcall procedure.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. CANNON (after having voted in
the negative). On this vote, I have a live
pair with the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RanporPH) and the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SymincToN). If they were
here, they would each vote “yea.” I have
already voted “nay.”

I withdraw my vote.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. 1 announce
that the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EacrLeTON), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FuisricHT), the Senator from
Jowa (Mr. HucHES), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGEE), and the Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH)
are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SymncTon) is ab-
sent because of illness.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Baxer),
the Senator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY),
the Senator from New York (Mr. Ja-
vits), the Senator from Ohio (Mr. Sax-
BE), and the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
‘Wirriam L. ScoTT) are necessarily absent.

Also, the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
Harrierp), the Senator from Xansas
(Mr. PeEarson), the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. PErcy), and the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. TAFT) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr, Corron) is absent because of ill-
ness in his family.

The Senator from Idaho (Mr. Mc-
Crure) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. Packwoop) are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Arizona( Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

Charles H. Percy
Gaylord Nelson
Thomas J.
McIntyre
Quentin N.
Burdick
Joseph R. Biden
Hubert H.
Humphrey
Henry M. Jackson
Jennings
Randolph
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If present and voting, the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HarrFiELD), the
Senator from New York (Mr. JaviTs),
and the Senator from Illinois (MTr.
Percy) would each vote “yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 47,

nays 33, as follows:
[No. 5456 Leg.]
YEAS—4T
Haskell
Hathaway
Hollings
Huddleston
Humphrey
Brooke Inouye
Burdick Jackson
Byrd, Robert C. Johnston
Case Eennedy
Chiles Long
Church Magnuson
Clark Mansfield
Cranston Mathias
Gravel McGovern
Hart McIntyre
Hartke Metecalf
NAYS—33

Dole
Domenici
Dominick
Eastland
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Griffin
Hansen

. Helms
Hruska

Curtis MecClellan

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—I1

Cannon, against.

NOT VOTING—19
Hughes Randolph
Javits Saxbe
Scott,

McClure
William L.

McGee
Goldwater Packwood Symington
Taft

Gurney Pearson
Hatfield Percy

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. On this vote the yeas are 47 and the
nays are 33. Two-thirds of the Senators
present and voting not having voted in
the affirmative, the motion to close de-
bate is not agreed to.

The question before the Senate is on
agreeing to the motion of the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) that the
Senate recede from its amendments on
H.R. 11104.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may I
express the hope that we can come to a
vote on this right now.

Mr. ALLEN. I am ready. Yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. ALLEN).

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EacLETON), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FuLBRIGHT) , the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. HucHEs), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. McGee), and the Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. RanboLPH) are
necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINcToN) is absent be-
cause of illness.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) , the
Senator from Florida (Mr. GurNEY), the

Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Pastore
Pell
Proxmire
Ribicoff
Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Stafford
Stevenson
Tunney
Williams

Abourezk
Bayh
Beall
Bentsen
Biden

Nunn
Roth
Sparkman
Stennis
Stevens
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Weicker
Young

Alken
Allen
Bartlett
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Brock

Baker
Cotton
Eagleton
Fulbright
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Senator from New York (Mr. Javits),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. SaxeE), and
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. WiLLIAM
L. Scort) are necessarily absent.

Also, the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HatrFIELD) , the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
PEeArsoN), the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Percy), and the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
TAFT) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. CorToN) is absent because of illness
in his family.

The Senator from Idaho (Mr.
McCLure) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. Packwoop) are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr, GoLp-
WATER) is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New York (Mr. Javirs) and the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PErcy) would
each vote “nay.”

If present and voting, the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HatrieLp) would vote
uyea.u

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 45, as follows:

[No. 5468 Leg.]

McClellan
Nunn
Roth
Sparkman
Stennis
Stevens
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Weicker
Young

Eastland
Ervin

Fannin
Fong
Grifin
Hansen
Helms
Hollings
Hruska

NAYS—45

Haskell
Hathaway
Huddleston
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Johnston
Kennedy
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McGovern Stevenson
McIntyre Tunney
Metcalf Williams

NOT VOTING—19

Hughes Randolph
Javits Saxbe
McClure Scott,
McGee ‘William L.
Packwood Symington
Pearson Taft

Percy

Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Paatore
Pell
Proxmire
Ribicofl
Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Stafford

Abourezk

Cotton
Eagleton
Fulbright
Goldwater
Gurney
Hatfleld

So Mr. ArLEN’s motion that the Sen-
ate recede from its amendments was
rejected.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The guestion now recurs on the
motion to insist on the Senate amend-
ments to HR. 11104, request a confer-
ence with the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and to
authorize the Chair to appoint confer-
ees thereon.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Louisiana is
recognized.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me without losing his
right to the floor?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan-

39085

imous consent that I may yield to the
Senator from Montana without losing
my right to the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk and
ask that it be read.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The cloture motion having been
presented under rule XXII, the Chair,
without objection, directs the clerk to
read the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the motion, as follows:

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby
move to bring to a close the debate upon
the motion to insist on the Senate amend-
ments, request a conference with the House
on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses,
and authorize the Chair to appoint con-
ferees on the bill HR. 11104, an act to
provide for a temporary increase of $10,-
700,000,000 in the public debt limit and to
extend the period to which this temporary
limit applies to June 30, 1974,

Bigned by 19 Senators:
Mike Mansfield 11.
Robert C. Byrd
. Hugh Scott 12.
. Dick Clark 13.
Walter R. Mondale
Edward M. 14

Eennedy 156.
. Frank E. Moss
. Edward W. Brooke 16.
. John O, Pastore 17.
. Warren G. 18.

Magnuson 19.

‘Walter D.
Huddleston
Lee Metcalf
Harrison A.
Williams
. T. J. McIntyre
Hubert H.
Humphrey
Philip A. Hart
Vance Hartke
Mike Gravel
John V. Tunney

SOW B h W~

[

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Louisiana has
the floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I wish to
address this message from the Senate to
the President of the United States.

It seems fairly clear to me that there
is a very strong feeling on the part of
both the proponents of this proposal for
public financing of Presidential cam-
paigns and on the part of the opponents.
It is one in which the President, in my
judgment, has already taken a very de-
cided interest and one in which the Pres-
ident is going to have to take a public
interest.

I would advise the President that he
should favor the ordinary Ilegislative
process whereby we would be permitted
to express the majority view of both the
House and the Senate and advance this
measure to his desk.

If he vetoes the bill and if we do not
have the power to override his veto of the
bill with a Presidential campaign funds
amendment attached to the bill, then I
for one will vote to pass a debt limit bill
without any riders on it.

However, it seems to me that the or-
derly legislative process is such that the
President and those who support his po-
sition at this moment are in a position
that the President will not support a fili-
buster if, by definition, it is an act of
piracy.

I am not saying that to cast any invid-
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jous aspersions on anyone. I have en-
gaged in filibusters many times myself. I
would be insincere if I were to try to say
that Senators who feel strongly enough
about a matter to engage in a filibuster
should not do so. However, on the other
hand, this matter must be resolved. And
we will have a test of nerves starting on
about Wednesday when the Government
employees do not receive their paychecks
and when contractors are not paid.

So, those who have voted consistently
that this matter come to a conclusion
and that the Senate be permitfed to
legislate on this matter will be put to a
test and we will decide the matter. The
President will then have to take a posi-
tion as he has in the times past on this
matter.

I would suggest to him that when he
does so, his view should be that the Sen-
ate and House should act by majority
vote, as we have the power to do, when
we are permitted to vote. And he would
do his part just by signing or vetoing the
bill. If he vetoes it, when it comes back
to the Congress, if we are not able to
override the veto, my judgment is that he
will have a bill back on his desk in 24 or
48 hours. In the event we are not able to
override on that issue, the President will
have prevailed even though I am con-
vinced that his stand is unpopular in the
polls.

At the same time, however, this is a
matter on which we are entitled to legis-
late, and I believe we should. I do not be-
lieve that anything could be gained by
the Senate staying in session and hearing
speeches today.

I subscribe pretty much to the prayer
of our Chaplain this morning, the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr, BENNETT), when he
asked the Deity to forgive us for being
in session on this day.

So I would support a motion that the
Senate adjourn and listen to further
speeches tomorrow.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield without losing his right
to the floor?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I so yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
wonder if the Senator from Loulsiana
and his supporters would agree to a vote
on the pending motion at the hour of 12
o'clock.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would be
delighted to have a vote on the motion
that the Senate insists on its amend-
ments.

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate vote on my motion that the Senate
insist on its amendments at 12 o’clock
today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr, ALLEN. I cbject.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Objection is heard.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS
By unanimous consent the following

routine morning business was trans-
acted:
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
8. 2505

At the request of Mr. Mercarr, the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. Mon-
TOYA) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2505, to provide, under the Social Secu-
rity Act, for additional Federal payments
to States on account of specified public
assistance expenditures with respect to
Indians, Aleuts, Eskimos, native Hawai-
ians or other aboriginal persons.

8. 2718

At the request of Mr. PerLr, the Senator
from California (Mr. TuNNEY) was added
as a cosponsor of S. 2718, to provide for
the financing of Federal election cam-
paigns, and for other purposes.

EMERGENCY DAYLIGHT SAVING
TIME ENERGY CONSERVATION
ACT OF 1973—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 755

(Ordered to be printed, and to lie on
the table.)

EARLY MORNING RADIO SERVICE FOR RURAL

AMERICANS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I wish to say
a few words regarding an amendment to
the daylight saving time bill which I sub-
mit at this time.

The amendment deals with the prob-
lem daytime stations and full-time radio
stations which operate at a substantially
reduced power level during the night,
would experience if we were to pass the
daylight saving time bill.

These stations are currently prohibited
from broadcasting or only permitted to
broadcast at low-power levels during the
presunrise hours. In the past, without
year-round daylight saving time, they
are able to come on the air at sunrise
and provide news and information to
their listeners before the listeners leave
for work or begin their day’s activity.

With year round daylight saving time,
many of the daytime stations will not
be able to begin broadcasting until as
late as 8:30 or 8:45 in the morning. Thus
they will not be able to provide the vital
information to their listeners before they
begin their activities.

The amendment I am submitting to-
day is similar to the amendment I in-
troduced with Senators HeLms, HUGH
Scorr, and TrURMOND on November 16.

In addition to these previous sponsors,
Senator BuckrLEY and Senator ScEWEI-
ker and my colleague from Kansas,
Senator Pearson, have also joined as
sponsors of this amendment.

The amendment provides that the
Federal Communications Commission
shall, consistent with existing treaty
agreements, make any adjustments in
their general rules or take interim ac-
tion pending the adjustment in such
general rules, that might be necessary
to insure that the radio audiences which
are served by daytime stations are
not deprived of this service during the
crucial early morning hours if year round
daylight saving time is passed.

This amendment is extremely impor-
tant to rural areas, since radio in rural
America provides a very valuable serv-
ice which is heavily relied upon. It brings
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local and community news, notices of
coming events, weather reports, school
openings or closings, stockman warnings,
and much additional information which
is indispensable to many citizens in rural
areas in particular. These areas do not
usually have morning newspapers and
many people are out in their cars and
trucks away from television. So radio
provides an essential service for these
communities and is especially vital to
them during the early morning hours.
Thus I feel that if Congress passes the
year-round daylight savings time meas-
ure, it is essential that we include in it
adequate protection for radio services
to rural communities whose early risers
would be most detrimentally affected
by the legislation in the first place.

The House, in acting on their daylight
saving time legislation included in their
bill an amendment similar to the one I
am now introducing and Dean Burch,
Chairman of the Federal Communica-
tion Commission has in a letter to the
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee stated that inclusion of statu-
tory language similar to that which I
have included in my amendment, would
be helpful to the Commission in dealing
with this problem.

I am, therefore, submitting this
amendment and am hopeful my col-
leagues will join in support of the
measure.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECoRD, as follows:

AMENDMENT No. 755

On page 6, at the end of the bill, add the
following new section:

8ec. 5. Notwithstanding any other law or
any regulation issued under any such law,
the Federal Communications Commission
shall, consistent with any existing treaty or
other agreement, make such adjustment by
general rules, or by interim action pending
such general rules, to permit daytime stand-
ard amplitude modulation broadcast stations
to operate not in excess of one hour prior to
local sunrise, as may be consistent with the
public interest, including the public’s inter-
est In receiving interference-free service,
Such general rules, or interim action, may
include variances with respect to operating
power and other technical operating charac-
teristics, but no such daytime station shall
have its operating power reduced below 500
watts or fifty per cent of itz daytime power
whichever is greater for such hour of pre=
sunrise operation. Subsequent to the adop-
tion of such general rules, they may be
varied with respect to particular stations
and areas because of the exigencies in each
case. Provisions of this section shall also
apply to those full time stations which cur-
rently have pre-sunrise broadcasting author-
ity but for whom such authority permits
broadcasting at a substantlally reduced
power compared with their daytime broad-
casting operations.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

JOBS FOR VETERANS :
Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, today,

almost a year after the United States
withdrew its military forces from Viet-
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nam, there are more than 275,000 Viet-
nam era veterans without jobs. And with
the present energy crisis, a consider-
able number of those who had gotten
jobs are being laid off. Lack of jobs for
these veterans has been the result of
hard luck and no opportunity. Too many
veterans are unaware of the agencies
and programs offering educational and
occupational assistance.

One of the organizations which has
been outstanding in its efforts to help
unemployed veterans is Jobs for Vet-
erans. It has published “A Digest of
Veteran-Related Programs for Jobs,
Training and Education.” The Digest
catalogs the responsibilities, services and
addresses of agencies and programs set
up to help veterans, including financial
assistance plans. Jobs for Veterans is to
be commended for its work, which is
needed more than ever foday.

THE ENERGY CRISIS

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, in
this week's newsletter issued to my con-
stitutents, I noted the lack of an energy
policy in this Government. Emphasizing
the confusion, I pointed out the numer-
ous switches in President Nixon's ap-
proach, or lack of approach, in the last
vear. I likened this procedure to Sealtest
ice cream with a flavor of the week.
Now we have a new flavor, Mr. Simon of
Treasury with a temporary Office of
Energy Administration. I like this flavor.
But it is not permanent. It does not
have credibility, for apparently the Pres-
ident will change again. There is no
duty to consolidate all data. There is no
communication between the Congress
and the President, since we do not have
powers to confirm. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following report be in-
cluded in the Recorp to point up this
dilemma.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

THE ENERGY CRISIS

There was an 1d saying aboard ship in
World War II, “When in danger, when in
doubt, run in circles, scream and shout.”
Such is Washington's reaction to the energy
crisis. It's been coming. The brown-outs in
northeastern United States in ’'65 and '66
gave us the warning, but we were too busy
with the Vietnam War to listen. Suffice it
to say, President Nixon did not cause the
energy crisis. But the President is the only
one who can prevent the crisis from becoming
a catastrophe. And if he doesn’t act decisively
by January 1, then Instead of just cooler
homes, Americans will be cooling their
heels—out of a job.

We are in an energy crisis because:

1. TREMENDOUS CONSBUMPTION—TREMENDOUS
WASTE

The U.S., 6 percent of the world's popula-
tion, consumes over 35 percent of the world’s
total energy. More important, we waste more
than we consume. Large glass offi- - buildings
waste two-thirds of the energy needed in
their operation.

2. SPIRALING CONSUMPTION

In the next 10 years, the United States
will use as much oil and gas as it used from
the beginning of its history until the year
1870. To compcund the problem, the rest
of the world is consuming energy at a faster
rate than the United States. For example,
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the world as a whole will use as much energy
between 1970 and 2000 as it did from the
start of mankind until 1970.

3. REFUSAL TO ELIMINATE OIL IMPORT QUOTAS

President Nixon's Cabinet Task Force on
01l Imports headed by Secretary Shultz rec-
ommended that oil import quotas be elim-
inated in 1970. However, the President over-
ruled this recommendation and the millions
of barrels of oil that could have been im-
ported and refined during the last 4 years
were never recelved. This is the primary rea-
son why not a single additional oil refinery
has been constructed in the United States
in the last 4 years.

4. NO RESERVE CAPACITY

A 9 month reserve was recommended to
avoid a crisis. However, we failed to develop
a reserve capacity from the oil received. The
Arabs never would have mandated an im-
mediate cut-off if they knew we had 9
r onths supply time to develop domestic
production.

5. DELAY TN POWER PLANT CONSTRUCTION

New conventional and nuclear power
plants have been delayed on an average of
26 months due to technical and environ-
mental difficulties.

6. INSUFFICIENT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The numerous research and development
proposals in Congress ‘or coal gasification,
thermo-nuclear energy, so.ar energy, etc.—
all were opposed by the Administration until
recently on the basis that “he private sector
could do the job and no further federal in-
centives were needed.

7. SHORTAGE OF NATURAL GAS SUPPLIES

For years the Administration’s policy of
deregulation has encouraged withholding of
supplies because of the expectation of large
windfall profits in the future. At a price of
25 cents per Mcf of gas, the average Drofit
of the natural gas company is 18 percent—
more than adequate. However, with deregula-
tion, immediately the price would jump to 75
cents, thereby creating an expectation of
profits of over 200 percent.

8. FEDERAL TAX POLICIES HAVE ENCOURAGED THE
PETROLEUM INDUSTRY TO SEARCH FOR AND
FRODUCE ENERGY RESOURCES ABROAD RATHER
THAN AT HOME
An oil company is eligible for depletion

allowances, intangible drilling expense de-
ductions, and foreign investment tax credits
on its operations abroad. H.gh royalty pay-
ments to foreign governments become high
tax credits, thereby encouraging investment
abroad rather than at home.

9. GOVERNMENT POLICIES HISTORICALLY WRONG

Rather than encouraging prudent usage of
energy, government has encouraged energy
waste. For example, more highways rather
than mass transit, lower cost of energy the
more you use, inadequate insulation stand-
ards in housing, ete.

10. BUT MOST OF ALL, NO ONE IS IN CHARGE!

The responsibility for energy policy is
spread over 73 agencies and departments of
government. One would think that Governor
Love, whom President Nixon calls his “En-
ergy Czar,” would be in charge, but appear-
ing on the “Today"” Show, Governor Love,
when asked about gasoline rationing sald
he didn't know. But, he continued, “an inter-
agency group pulled together by OMB is
working on a plan.” OMB is the Office of
Management and Budget charged with fiscal
affairs, not energy affairs. OMB is staffed
with fiscal experts—not energy experts. And
s0 we have in place of a policy, organized
chaos. Secretary Morton says we will have
rationing by January, Secretary Shultz says
over his dead body! Herbert Stein, Economic
Counselor, and Melvin Laird recommend 30
cents tax on a gallon of gas and then comes
the President blaming Congress. No one serl-
ously suggests that the legislative branch is
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equipped to promulgate a policy on energy.
The problem is complex and the committee
system of Congress forbids a comprehensive
approach. The Commerce Committee has
jurisdiction over the Federal Power Com-~
mission, the Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy has jurisdiction over nuclear power
plants. Public Works Committee has the gov-
ernment hydroelectric dams. The Interlor
Committee has fossil fuels. Foreign Rela-
tions and Finance have jurisdiction over
Mid-East oil—there is no one committee
of Congress to cope with the problem spread-
ing through 73 agencies. Accordingly, we
need one place in the executive branch to
go to for energy policy.

Foreseeing this dilemma, I introduced in
June of 1972 a bill to institute an Energy
Poliey Council in the White House. It prn-
vides 3 persons appointed by the President
and confirmed by the Senate with its direc-
tor or chalrman being the Energy Czar. Con-
tinuity and communication between the leg-
islative and executive branches is guaranteed
by the confirmatory power in the Senate.
Best of all, this Policy Council is charged
not only with promulgating a policy to be
updated annually, but it was specifically di-
rected to corral all the statistics. Every time
you hear one of these “energy experts,” he is
using one set of figures and someone else
has different figures. No one knows the truth.
The oil companies and natural gas compan-
ies are reluctant to give the true facts. So
here was a simple plan which passed the
Senate overwhelmingly on May 10. It passed
over White House opposition and the White
House continues to oppose the bill in the
House.

Trying to get an energy policy out of this
Administration is like pulling teeth. Until
the President’s re-election last year, the
President's energy man was Peter Flanagan
in the White House who sald there was no
energy problem. However, after the election,
the President switched off saying there could
be a problem and appointed Dr. Kenneth Lay,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Interior for
energy. The ink wasn't dry on this order
before in December the President changed
again and stated that Mr. James E. Akins
of the State Department was preparing the
President’s energy message to the next Con~-
gress. Then in January, 1073, the President
changed completely, appointing his so-called
“Super-Cabinet" of 4 departments, one—the
Department of Natural Resources, Secretary
Earl Butz was put in charge of this depart-
ment and named Counselor to the President
in charge of energy. But in February the
President changed again, appointing Presi-
dential Advisors Shultz, Kissinger and
Ehrlichman as the President’s Special Com-
mittee on Energy. These advisors were so busy
with other responsibilities, it was hard to get
a quorum. So next the President appointed
Mr. Charles DiBona as Special Consultant
to the President on Energy. Mr. DiBona pre-
pared a 42 page term paper on energy and
submitted it as the President’s Message to
the Congress on Energy on April 18, 1973,
This contained much rhetoric and little sub-
stance. In the meantime, Mr. William Simon,
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, was ap-
pearing at Congressional hearings on energy
matters and he seemed to have the best
grasp of the situation. However, when the
Congress started working closely with him,
the President cancelled him out on June 29th
with the appointment of Governor Love as
the so-called “Energy Czar.” So you can see
that the President’s lead of T policies in 7
months has been rather difficult to follow.
And, of course, the major ingredient neces-
sary is missing: credibility. When the Presi-
dent speaks, fundamental to the success of
his proposals is that the President is be-
lieved. An Energy Policy Council would
eliminate the internecine warfare between
department heads jockeying for position. It
would clear the air from countermanding
counterproposals. There would be that one
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place where the Congress and the people
could all go to obtain the truth and this
one office would speak for government so
that we could all head in the same direction.
But for the moment, just when I was begin-
ning to believe Governor Love, he appears
saying, no, not me—it's OMB. And just when
you think it's OMB, the President says no,
it's a special task force. Like Sealtest ice
cream, it's the flavor of the week, and if
you don't like the government’s position this
week, walt until next week. And waiting, a
crisis becomes a catastrophe.
CRISIS SERIOUS—CRISIS DEEP

The energy crisls 1s serlous. It is deep.
There is nothing the President can do, there
is nothing the Congress can do to prevent
critical shortages between now and 1980. The
problem Is very complex. It will require
billion-dollar research efforts; a erash pro-
gram like a Manhattan project; long range
planning. Hence, the President’s “Project In-
dependence”—making the United States in-
dependent of any reliance upon foreign
sources of supply by 1980. But the main
round of this bout lasting until 1980 is what
can and must be done in 1974. This is the
year of sacrifice. If Americans will tighten
their belts 12 months then we can prevent a
crisis from becoming a catastrophe.

CRISIS YES, BUT NOT CATASTROFPHE

In a capsule, America consumes 18 million
barrels of oil a day. A gquickening of the
Alaska pipeline, a love-in with the Arabs,
could vary it slightly, but any way you look
at it, we are going to operate with a 3 million
barrel shortage dally. This Is a crisis, It means
until we can develop additional resources,
we must move immediately into the gap to
eliminate 3 million daily shortage. Experts
say this can be done in the following manner:

1. Pick up a million barrels by conserva-
tion—lowering the thermostat to 68 degrees,
daylight saving time throughout the year,
[

2. Pick up the second milllon by increased
production—deregulation of natural gas, etc.

3. Pick up the third million by gas ration-
ing.

This last one is a musi—now! You can’t
play with it. You can’t edict 50 miles per
hour, eliminate Sunday driving, and expect
to do the job. This only saves 250,000 barrels
and the need is for a million. Moreover, when
you set two different speed rates, you have
created a problem rather than solved one.
These half-measures start people hoarding
and consuming, rather than conserving. So
before long, the President says, surprisingly,
it hasn't worked., With half-measures, the
best minds look for the crisis to turn to
catastrophe by Springtime. That is, instead of
rationing pleasure travel, there will be a cut-
off of supplies where people cannot get to
work, where fuel for the fiber industry so
vital to textiles is drastically cut, where
natural gas is unavailable and plants work
part-time. This is what you are observing
in the stock market. Investors see 29 drop
in real growth as a result of the energy
shortage, which means a drop of about 16%
in corporate profits—they get out of the
market and invest in something else.

The remedy is decisive action. We can't
dilly. We must spell it out clearly to the peo-
ple so they understand, not talk in a dozen
tongues. We must head off a castrophe. Every
day we delay, we lose one million barrels
that we could be gaining from rationing. A
delay of six months means 180 million bar-
rels. We lost 61 million in October and No-
vember, and this month we are losing another
31 million dillying.

DAVID BEN-GURION

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I join
the people of Israel and the millions of
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Jews and gentiles throughout the world
who deeply mourn the passing of David
Ben-Gurion.

More than a great leader of his own
people, David Ben-Gurion was a per-
manent symbol to people throughout the
world of what people of faith and deter-
mination can achieve.

On the 14th day of May 1948 in the
museum of Tel Aviv, he read a brief
declaration which told the history of the
Jewish people, a history of exile, a
history of persecution, a history of
survival.

When he concluded that proclamation,
a proclamation based on the United Na-
tions resolution calling for the establish-
ment of a Jewish State in Israel, the
audience recited an ancient Hebrew ben-
ediction and then left the museum to
face war.

As Abba Eban has written:

Israel was experlencing the joy of birth
and fear of death in a s!ngle taste; and the

physical danger was deepened by political
isolation.

David Ben-Gurion led his people in
their fight for survival and in their
struggle to rebuild the land of Israel. It
was an impossible dream but it was a
dream that now has lived on for a quar-
ter century. Ben-Gurion said:

In Israel, in order to be a realist you
must believe in miracles,

For David Ben-Gurion, there was only
one miracle still left undone, the miracle
of peace. He believed that the future of
Israel could be based only on peace with
and respect for its Arab neighbors. He
led the nation of Israel as prime minister
in its war of independence, and in the
first 15 years of its existence.

But he believed that its future rested
on peace and he worked in behalf of that
goal. He was a great leader and we mourn
his passing.

1 ask unanimous consent that the
aforementioned declaration of Israel’s
independence be printed in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the declara-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcCoORD, as follows:

DECLARATION OF ISRAEL'S INDEPENDENCE

Eretz-Israel (the Land of Israel), was the
birthplace of the Jewish people. Here their
spiritual, religious and political identity was
shaped. Here they first attained to statehood,
created cultural values of national and uni-
versal significance and gave to the world the
eternal Book of Books.

After being foreibly exiled from their land,
the people kept faith with it throughout
their Dispersion and never ceased to pray
and hope for their return to it and for the
restoration in it of their political freedom.

Impelled by this historic and traditional at-
tachment, Jews strove in every successive
generation to re-establish themselves in their
ancient homeland., In recent decades they
returned in their masses. Ploneers, ma'api-
lim [immigrants coming to Israel in defi-
ance of restrictive regulations], and de-
fenders, they made deserts bloom, revived
the Hebrew language, built villages and
towns, and created a thriving community,
controlling its own economy and culture, lov-
ing peace but knowing how to defend itself,
bringing the blessings of progress to all the
country’s inhabitants, and aspiring toward
independent nationhood.

In the year 5657 (1897), at the summons of
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the spiritual father of the Jewish State,
Theodor Herzl, the First Zionist Congress
convened and proclaimed the right of the
Jewish people to national rebirth in its own
country.

This right was recognized in the Balfour
Declaration of the 2nd November, 1917, and
reaffirmed in the Mandate of the League of
Nations which, in particular, gave interna-
tional sanctions to the historiec connection
between the Jewish people and Eretz-Israel
and to the right of the Jewish people to re-
build its National Home.

The catastrophe which recently befell the
Jewish people—the massacre of millions of
Jews in Europe—was ancther clear demon-
stration of the urgency of solving the prob-
lem of its homelessness by re-establishing in
Eretz-Israel the Jewish State, which would
open the gates of the homeland wide to every
Jew and confer upon the Jewish people the
status of a fully-privileged member of the
comity of nations.

Survivors of the Nazi Holocaust in Europe,
as well as Jews from other parts of the world,
continued to migrate to Eretz-Israel, un-
daunted by difficulties, restrictions and
dangers, and never ceased to assert their
right to a life of dignity, freedom and honest
toll in their national homeland.

In the Second World War, the Jewlsh com-
munity of this country contributed its fuill
share to the struggle of the freedom- and
peace-loving natlons against the forces of
Nazi wickedness and, by the blood of its sol-
diers and its war effort, gained the right to
be reckoned among the peoples who founded
the United Nations.

On the 29th November, 1947, the United
Nations General Assembly passed a resolu-
tion calling for the establishment of a Jew-
ish State In Eretz-Israel; the General As-
sembly required the Inhabitants of Eretz-
Israel to take such steps as were necessary
on their part for the implementation of that
resolution. This recognition by the United
Nations of the right of the Jewish people
to establish their State is irrevocable.

This right is the natural right of the
Jewish people to be masters of their own
fate, like all other nations, in their own sov=-
ereign State.

Accordingly we, Members of the People's
Council, representatives of the Jewish Com-
munity of Eretz-Israel and of the Zionist
movement, are here assembled on the day
of the termination of the British Mandate
over Eretz-Israel and, by virtue of our nat-
ural and historic right and on the strength
of the resolution of the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly, hereby declare the establish-
ment of a Jewish State in Eretz-Israel, to be
known as the State of Israel.

‘We declare that, with effect from the move-
ment of the termination of the Mandate,
being tonight, the eve of Sabbath, the 6th
Iyar, 5708 (15th May, 1948), until the es-
tablishment of the elected, regular authori-
ties of the State in accordance with the
Constitution which shall be adopted by the
Elected Constituent Assembly not later than
the 1st October, 1948, the People’s Coun-
cil shall act as a Provisional Council of State,
and its executive organ, the People’s Admin-
istration, shall be the Provisional Govern-
ment of the Jewish State, to be called
“Israel."

The State of Israel will be open for Jew-
ish immigration and for the Ingathering of
the Exiles; it will foster the development
of the country for the benefit of all its in-
habitants; it will be based on freedom, jus-
tice and peace as envisaged by the prophets
of Israel; it will ensure complete equality
of social and political rights to all its Inhab-
itants irrespective of 1eliglon, race, or sex; it
will guarantee freedom of religion, con-
sclence, language, education and culture; it
will safeguard the Holy FPlaces of all religions;
and it will be faithful to the principles of
the Charter of the United Nations.
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The State of Israel is prepared to cooperate
with the agencies and representatives of the
United Nations in implementing the reso-
lution of the General Assembly of the 20th
November, 1947, and will take steps to bring
about the economic union of the whole of
Eretz-Israel.

We appeal to the Unlted Nations to assist
the Jewish people In the building-up of its
State and to recelve the State of Israel into
the comity of nations.

We appeal—in the very midst of the on-
slaught launched against us now for
months—to the Arab inhabltants of the State
of Israel to preserve peace and participate in
the upbuilding of the State on the basis of
full and equal citizenship and due represen-
tation in all its provisional and permanent
institutions.

We extend our hand to all neighboring
States and their peoples in an offer of peace
and good neighborliness, and appeal to them
to establish bonds of cooperation and mu-
tual help with the sovereign Jewish people
settled In Its own land. The State of Israel is
prepared to do its share in common eflort for
the advancement of the entire Middle East.

We appeal to the Jewish people through-
out the Diaspora to rally round the Jews of
Erete-Israel in the tasks of immigration and
upbuilding and to stand by them in the great
struggle for the realization of the age-old
dream—the redemption of Israel.

Placing our trust in the Almighty, we af-
fix our signatures to this proclamation at
this session of the provisional Council of
State, on the soil of the homeland, in the
city of Tel-Aviv, on this Sabbath Eve, the
5th day of Iyar, 5708 (14th May, 1948),

David Ben Gurion, Daniel Auster, Mor-
dekhal Bentov, Yuczhak Ben Zvi, Eli-
yahu Berligne, Frits Bernstein, Rabbl
Wolf Gold, Meir Grabovsky, Yitzchak
Gruenbaum, Dr. Abraham Granovsky,
Eliyahu Dobkin, Meir Wilner Eouvner,

Zerach Wabrbafrig, Herzl Vardi, Rachel
Cohen, Rabbli Ealman Kahana, Saadia
Kobashl, Rabbi Yitzchak Meir Levin,
Meir David Loewenstein, Zvi Luris,
Golda Myerson, Nachum Nir, Zvi Segal,
Rabbl Yehuda Leib.

Hacohen Fishman, David Zvl Pinkas,
Abaron Zisling, Moshe Kolodny, Elie-
zer Kaplan, Abraham Katznelson, Fe-
lix Rosenblueth, David Remez, Berl
Repetur, Mordekhal Bhattner, Ben
Zion Sternberg, Bekhor Shitreet,
Moshe Shapira, Moshe Shertok.

THE CASE FOR IMPEACHMENT

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
editors of the Progressive magazine have
made a compelling case for the im-
peachment of Mr. Nixon in the Decem-
ber 1973 issue of that great magazine.

I am more and more convinced that
public respect for constitutional govern-
ment and the rule of law requires that
the Congress carefully investigate and
then judge the serious charges made
against this incredible administration.
We owe it to the public to clear the air
surrounding the network of scandals that
have come to be known as Watergate.

I ask unanimous consent that the
articles from the Progressive be printed
at this point in the REcorb:

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From Progressive magazine, December 1973]
A CALL TO ACTION

Crisis. The word has been overworked by
all of us, ard particularly by those engaged
in reporting, analyzing, and Interpreting the
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news. We have been recording monthly,
weekly, dally crises for longer than we care
to remember—foreign and domestic crises,
military and political crises, economic, moral,
and cultural crises. A headlined crises no
longer generates alarm, or even profound
concern. Ho hum another erisis. . . .

But the crisis that grips America today is
of another, higher magnitude—one that
deserves, perhaps, a new term that has not
been eroded by abuse. It swirls, of course,
around the person of the President of the
United States, but it impinges on every facet
of the national life and character. We are con-
fronted, suddenly and dramatically, with
Tundamental guestions about our national
community—guestions that demand swift
and decisive answers.

Are we prepared, after almost 200 years, to
abandon our experiment—intermittently suc-
cessful but always hopeful—in enlightened
self-government? Will we permit our highest
and most powerful office—an office whose
occupant can literally decide the future and
even the survival of the nation and the
world—to remain In the hands of a man who
has, in the words of the American Civil
Liberties Union, “made one thing perfectly
clear: He will function above the law when-
ever he can get away with it"? Will we refrain
because of our timidity or sheer inertia, from
avalling ourselves of the remedies provided
by the Constitution of the remedies pro-
vided by the Constitution of the United
States for precisely such an emergency?

Three years remain in Richard M. Nixon's
second Presidential term—time enough for
him to compound and render irreversible the
catastrophic damage he has already done.
It is understandable that the President may
feel that if he can survive in office for those
three years, he will have achieved a measure
of vindication. But his vindication will be
our indictment and conviction. If we, the
American people, knowing what we now
know about this President and his Admin-
istration, permit him to serve out his term,
we will stand condemned in history for the
grave offense of murdering the American
dream.

These pages go to press amidst a chorus of
demands for Mr. Nixon's resignation. The de-
mands emanate not only from Mr. Nixon's
iong-standing critics—his “enemies,” as he
would doubtless style them—but from many
who were, until recently, among his most
enthuslastic supporters. The editors of Time,
in the first editorial of the magazine's fifty-
year history—at least the first so labeled—
called on him to “give up the Presidency
rather than do further damage to the coun-
try.” The same suggestion has been advanced
by newspapers which, only a little more
than a year ago, were unreservedly advocat-
ing his re-election and which, only months
ago, were minimizing the gravity of the
Watergate disclosures; by Republican polit-
icians who fear, not without justification,
that the President is now an intolerable bur-
den to their party; by businessmen who no
longer can vest their confidence in Mr, Nixon
as the chosen instrument of corporate
prosperity.

Mr. Nixon would derive some obvious
benefits if he were to heed this advice and
relinquish his office. Unlike his recently de-
parted Vice President, Spiro T. Agnew, he
would not have to couple his resignation
with a gullty plea to any crime. Like Mr,
Agnew, he' could continue to proclaim his
innocence—and to denounce his “ene-
mies"—in perpetuity. He has always relished
the role of victim, and he could carry it to
oblivion,

At the same time, the Congress would be
spared from exercising a responsibility which
it clearly does not welcome—the respon-
sibility of impeaching the President of the
United States. And the American people, the
people who only a year ago gave the Presi-

39089

dent an unprecedented mandate and whose
disenchantment has now reached unpre-
cedented depths, could breathe a deep sigh
and go about the business of restoring a
measure of order and hope to their national
affairs.

But the declsion to resign is, ultimately, the
President’s alone to make, and the word from
the White House at this writing is that he will
not be moved (or removed). He has “no in-
tention whatever of walking away from the
job I was elected to do,” he told the nation
on November 7.

It is our judgment, and we believe it is the
American people’'s judgment, that the job he
has done is enough. Until and unless the Pres-
ident changes his mind about resigning, the
decision to resolve the crisls that grips the
nation will be ours to make—for only by ex-
erting immense and unremitting pressure can
we convince the Congress that it must dis-
charge its constitutional responsibility. Pub-
lic opinion has already persuaded some legis-
lators to abandon their customary vacillat-
ing stance. Publie opinion, forecfully applied,
can move the requisite number of Repre-
sentatives to embark on the process of im-
peachment.

The first order of business confronting
Congress is to fill the vacancy in the Vice
Presidency. Mr. Nixon's designee, Represent-
ative Gerald R. Ford of Michigan, would
hardly be our first (or thousandth) choice:
he is, in our view, unsuited intellectually
and politically to hold the natlon's highest
office. But given the choice—and it is the
choice we are given—between mediocrity
(Mr. Ford) and moral disgrace (Mr. Nixon),
we have no difficulty choosing the former,
America has muddled through with mediocre
leadership before, but it cannot go on much
longer with leadership that is morally bank-
rupt,

Once a Vice President has been installed,
the “engine of impeachment”—James Madi-
son’s term—can be set in motion. It is an
engine that the leaders of the House and
Senate clearly would prefer not to start, but
it can be ignited by any member of the
House of Representatives who chooses to
take the floor and declare: “Mr. Speaker, 1
rise to a question of constitutional privi-
lege. . . . I impeach Richard M. Nixon, Presi-
dent of the United States, for high crimes
and misdemeanors.” Citing only the facts
that have already come to light, that have
for the most part been verified, this member
of the House can invite his colleagues to do
their constitutional duty by considering the
charges against the President in

A BiLL oF IMPEACHMENT

I. Richard M. Nixon, President of the
United States, through his personal acts and
those of his appointees and aides, has fos-
tered, tolerated, and attempted to conceal
the worst political scandals in this nation’s
history, thereby paralyzing the Government,
inviting the contempt of the American peo-
ple, and casting discredit on our country
and its leadership throughout the world.

II. He is and must be held accountable for
the crimes committed by many of his sub-
ordinates, for 1t is his responsibility, as Madi-
son observed, “to superintend their conduct
80 as to check their excesses.” If he was aware
of their offenses, he is criminally culpable;
if he was unaware, he is criminally inept.

III. He has attained and retained the high
office he now holds through the use of illegal
means, to wit: His agents have extracted
secret and unlawful campaign contributions
from various speclal interests in return for
pledges of favorable government action in
their behalf; they have authorized and com-
missioned snoopers and second-story men,
styled “plumbers,” to burglarize and spy on
his political opponents, in violation of the
common criminal statutes; they have hired
saboteurs to employ various “dirty tricks" to
disrupt a political campalgn.
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IV. He has attempted to undermine, cir-
cumvent, or annul the guarantees of the Bill
of Rights—particularly the rights to privacy,
freedom of speech, and Ifreedom of the
press—by: mounting an unprecedented cam-
palgn of harassment and vilification against
the medla of news and information; employ-
ing lllegal wiretaps to spy on journalists and
critics of his Administration; encouraging
his aides to devise means of intimidating the
media by use of governmental powers, em-
barking on political trials designed to silence
those who dissented from his policies.

V. He has arrogated to himself powers not
conferred by the Constitution, or powers ex-
pressly reserved to Congress, to wit: He has
secretly, illegally, and deceptively ordered
the bombing of a nation—Cambodia—with-
out the knowledge or consent of the Amer-
ican people and their elected representatives;
he has unlawfully impounded Federal funds
totaling many millions of dollars that were
duly appropriated by Congress in legislation
he himself had signed; he has invoked a
nebulous and dubious doctrine of “execu-
tive privilege” to withhold from the people
information about the people’s business.

VI. He has employed fraudulent schemes
to muster—or create an appearance of—pub-
lic support for his Administration’s major
policles, especially with respect to the un-
lawful invasion and bombing of Cambodia.
These schemes have involved the placement
of newspaper advertisements concocted in the
White House, the generation of inspired let-
ters and telegrams of support, and the ma-
nipulation of public opinion polls.

VII. He and his associates have conspired
in sundry schemes to obstruct justice by:
attempting to withhold evidence in crimi-
nal cases pertaining to the Watergate Affair;
dismissing the Special Prosecutor, Archibald
Cox; when he proved determined to do his
job; tendering bribes to defendants and wit-
nesses to induce them to remain silent or
offer perjured testimony; persuading the for-
mer director of the FBI to destroy evidence;
invoking “non-existing conflicts with CIA
operations” to thwart an FBI inquiry; at-
tempting to influence the judge in the Pen-
tagon Papers trial; ordering the Attorney
General not to press a series of antitrust ac-
tions against the International Telephone
and Telegraph Corporation.

VIII. He has subverted the integrity of
various Federal agencies by sanctioning ef-
forts to: bring about a reversal of the Agri-
culture Department’s policy on dairy price
supports to accommodate major campalgn
contributors; involve the CIA and the FBI
in unlawful operations associated with the
operations of the “plumbers;” exert pressure
on independent regulatory agencies to hand
down decisions favorable to his friends and
supporters; employ the Internal Revenue
Bervice to punish his “enemies.”

IX. He has conducted his personal affairs
in a manner that directly contravenes the
traditional Presidential obligation to dem-
onstrate “moral leadership,” to wit: He has
used substantial amounts of the taxpayers'
money to pay for certain improvements and
maintenance of his private homes—expendi-
tures that can in no way be related to secu-
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rity requirements or any other public pur-
pose; he has taken advantage of every tax
loophole permitted by law—and some of
doubtful legality—to diminish his own tax
obligations; he has entered into questionable
arrangements with his friends to acquire
large personal property holdings at minimal
cost to himself; he has publicly and emphati-
cally defended one of these friends, G. C.
(Bebe) Rebozo, at a time when various Fed-
eral agencies were conducting supposedly im-
partial investigations into his financial af-
falrs.

X. He has attempted to deceive the Ameri-
can people with respect to virtually every
particular cited in this Bill of Impeachment,
by withholding information and evidence;
by misstating the facts when they could no
longer be totally suppressed; by constantly
changing his version of the facts, so that the
people could no longer place any credibility
whatever in statements emanating from the
Chief Executive of their Government, to the
point where it now seems doubtful that he
would be believed even if he were to begin,
miraculously, to tell the truth.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment until the hour of 12 o’'clock tomor-
row.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second? [Put-
ting the question.]

There is a sufficient second. The yeas
and nays are ordered.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
motion to adjourn. On this question the
veas and nays have been ordered and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, I announce
that the Senator from Florida (Mr.
CHILES), the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EacLETON), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FurerigHT), the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HucHES), the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN) , the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. McGeEg), the Sena-
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH),
and the Senator from Alaska (Mr. Gra-
VEL) are necesarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) is absent be-
cause of illness.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY),
the Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxse), and
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. WirL-
r1aM L. ScorT) are necessarily absent.

Also, the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
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Harrierp), the Senator from Eansas
(Mr, PEarsoN), the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr, PErcy), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. TarT), and the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. MaTHIAS) are necessarily ab-
sent.

The Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. CorToN) is absent because of illitess
in his family.

The Senator from Idaho (Mr. Mc-
CrLure) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. Packwoon) are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLp-
WATER) is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HaTrieLD), the Sena-
tor from New York (Mr. Javirs), and the
Senator from Illinois (Mr, Percy) would
each vote “yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 78,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 547 Leg.]
YEAS—T8

Dominick

Eastland

Ervin

Fannin

Fong
Gravel

Mansfield
McGovern
McIntyre
Metecalf

NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—22

Hughes Percy

Javits Randolph

Mathias Saxbe

McClellan Scott,
William L.

McClure
Symington

Gurney Packwood Taft
Hatfield Pearson

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr, Moss). On this vote there are
78 yeas and 0 nays. The motion to ad-
journ having been agreed to, the Senate
stands in adjournment until 12 o’clock
tomorrow.

Thereupon, at 11:58 a.m., the Senate
adjourned until Monday, December 3,
1973, at 12 o’clock meridian.

Baker
Chiles
Cotton
Eagleton
Fulbright
Goldwater
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TAX DEDUCTIONS FOR ARTISTS

HON. JOHN BRADEMAS
OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, November 30, 1973
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, in 1969

Congress passed legislation which ef-
fectively eliminated tax deductions which

could be taken by artists and authors
for contributions of their original works.
This change in the tax law has resulted
in the sharp curtailment of contributions
of literary and artistic works to museums,
libraries, and universities.

Mr. Rubin L. Gorewitz of New York
City, in an article in “Art in America,”
discusses the impact of this tax law
change and compares three bills which
have been introduced in the House to
restore tax deductions for artists. Mr.

Gorewitz observes, by way of illustra-
tion, that the 1969 legislation resulted in

the loss to the Library of Congress of the
collected works of composer Igor

Stravinsky, valued at $3.5 million.
Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point in
the REcorp the text of this article:
ARrTISTS/IRS: A MODEST PROPOSAL
(By Rubin L. Gorewitz)

In 1969 Congress passed legislation that
has significantly affected artists and art
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